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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE LVALUATION PROJECT . .

Purpose of this Evaluation Study

Data derived from the evaluation of educational programs for exceptional
children have received relatively little consideration in the literature.

Nowhere is the plea for new data more plaintive than in the area of evaluating

Q

the experiences of the estimated 1.5 to 2.5 million gifted and talented elemen-

tary and secondary school students. Existing services for the gifted serve

only a small percentage of this number, yet research has shown that services for

the gifted can and do produce significant outcomes (Marland, 1472). 1In order

for programs and services of consistently high standards to be implemented and

maintained, honest evaluation using existing as well as new methodologies is

necessary.
It was the general intent of the present evaluation effort to provide data
hopefully useful in making decisions regarding various aspects of the Georgia

Governor's lionors Program (GHP). This intense eight week summer experience is

aimed at providing stimulating experiences for academically and artistically

talented and gifted incoming high school juniors and seniors. It was intended

+hat the data collected would have implications for selection, curriculum, develop-

ment, counseling, and future research and evaluation efforts. Areas of the program
investigated include (1) nature and effectiveness of the instructional experiences,

(2) post-program behavior for both faculty and students which were judged related

to the summer experience, and (3) personality and 1ife history characteristics

of attendees.




GENERAL EVALUATION STRATEGY

It is almost a trueism that optimally effective educational program oper-
ation is intimately related to evaluation. Evaluation data 3 .d for
planning, programming and implementing decision-making. Although the usefulness
of evaluation data with students has long been acknowledged, the appolication of
such information in assisting administration of educational programs toward
rational decision-making is really only now being realized. Historically, eval-
uation methodologies have been applied at the end of a program or sequence of
experiences. More recent evaluation theory suggests that the use of assecsment
during the development of a program is perhaps the most opportune time to
evaluate. The purpose of evaluation not being to prove but to improve. The key
being feedback of data aimed at revision or modification of the program as it
evolves. This general philosophy served as the major assumpt}on in the present
evaluation effort. The chief mefhod being description.

In order for comprehensive study, four major types of evaluation studies
were undertaken (Stufflebeam, et. al. 1971). The names of these evaluation
categories, together with brief descriptions are as follows:

CONTEXT EVALUATION: Evaluation undertaken during program planning aimed at

defining need and the situction. Lffcrts in this area
lead to specification of goals and objectives. A major
mode in context evaluation is the specification of con-
gruence between intended and actual operation. Collection
of a relevant data base is essential.

INPUT EVALUATION: Evaluation aimed at identifying and assessing the capabi- ‘

lities of the prevared program and resources. In the

present setting inputs in the form of characterizations of

students and the instructional staff were evaluated.




PROCF™" 7ALULTION: As used here process evaluation refers to a description of

e —

what goes on within the program. The overall strategy is

to identify and monitor on a continuous basis various ele-

‘n-n-ud‘

ments of the program operations.

‘MN\‘*

PRODUCT EVALUATION: Here the general and specific outcomes are assessed. Data

related to the degree to which context objectives have been
met are presented. Focus in their effort is primarily on

changes in students during their summer experience. :

§ oo &
f

Data collection, analyses and reporting activities will be organized around these

ik 0ol
N

four major categories.

¢

et

Lot

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

T Several factors relatcd to practical considerations, time, and financial
constraints imposed certain ‘imensions cn the evaluation design.
1. In order to derive maximum meaning from the available subjects it was
decided to complete many of the analyses separately by gifted groups.
In other words the evaluators in many instances were searching for

+ differences among the eight gifted groups of adolescents in Art, Drama,

English, Foreign Language, Math, Music, Science, and Social Science. In

addition some analyses were completed by grouping Art, Drama, and Music

Btk bl

into a. "artistically talented" cluster, and the remaining five groups

rmw‘yq

into an "academically talented" cluster.

) 2. The variations in sample size by area needs to be considered in evaluating

L the data. Responses to all data gathering instruments were not available |
% for all individuals due to such factors as absence, mis-coding, poor

t test-taking attitude, etc.

i 3. It was communicated to both faculty and students that all data would be

: kept confidential. It was felt gathering much of the data anonymously




would increase the validity of the resbonses.
Ratings scales were used liberally throughout the study. Such a method
of data collection is subject to errors, particularly errors of leniency

and halo (Guilford, 1954, p.278-79). Practical consideration necessitated

the use of this method of collecting information.




CHAPTER 2

CONTEXT EVALUATION

Purposes, Goals and Objectives of Governor's Honors Program

Context evaluation was described in the first chapter as being generally
concerned with answering questions related to what forces and needs have given
rise to the program, and the general and specific directions the program intends
to take. A logical starting point then, with regard to describing the GHP con-
text would be the statement from the enabling legislation which provided for the
initiation of the program. This statement from the Minimum Foundation Program
of Education Act (Act No. 523-S.B. 180 - Section 51) reads as follows:

"The State Board of Education is hereby authorized to inaugurate a
student honors program for pupils in the public high schools of

this State who have manifested exceptional abilities, unique pot-
entials or who have made exceptional academic achievements. Such
programs may be conducted during summer months between normal school
year terms at institutions of higher learning or other appropriate
centers within this State with facilities adequate to provide chal-
lenging opportunities for advanced study and accomplishments by such
students. The student honors program shall be implemented and oper-
ated in accordance with criteria to be established by the State Board,
and operating and pupil costs and expenses may be paid by the State
Department of Education from funds made available for this purpose by
the State Board. The State Board is authorized to enter into cooper-
ative agreements with the Board of Regents for operating and sharing
the costs of such programs."

Following this admonition, a summer enrichment program for the gifted was estab-

lished with with the following four general purposes.

The Four General Purposes of the Governor's Honors Program (1964)

1. To provide secondary pupils who have manifested exceptional abilities, unique

potentials, and who have made exceptional academic achievement with challenging
enriched, and accelerated educational opportunities not usually available during
the regular school year. Experiences provided should help students obtain the
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self-realization and vocational fulfillment needed for them to become self-
directed individuals who can return to society accomplishments which reflect
their exceptional abilities and unique potentials.

2. To search out, develop, and demonstrate instructional methods and materials
which will help to stimulate local public school officials to provide instruc-
tional programs at the local level which in addition to recognizing academic
excellence, stimulate and challenge the unique abilities of students with
unusual intellectual potential. -
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3. To offer prospective teachers and counselors of secondary students lhaving
exceptional abilities and unique potential and administrators a training
program which will aid them in providing differentiated educational experi-
ences for these students during the regular school year. Experiences for
teachers and counselors should include:
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A. Study in the nature and needs of individuals with exceptional
abilities and unique potentials (gifted);
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B. Observation of instructional methods found *o be profitable with
the gifted;

———

y e

C. Observation and study of gifted students;

D. Preparation and selection of materials to be used for instructional i
purposes. .

4. To conduct research studies designed to assist teachers, counselors, and other
school personnel:

A. In understanding the nature and needs of Georgia students with exceptional
intellectual abilities and unique potentials; i

B. In understanding the nature of an instructional program for students with
exceptional intellectual abilities and unique potentials;
The major thrust of the program is definitely toward the first general purpose.
The focusing of GHP resources, both financial and personnel, has been in providing
a unique set of educational experiences for adolescents manifesting unique poten-

tials. The other three purposes have received consiierably less ccnsideration.

General Objectives for 1972 Governor's Honors Program

Dr. Claude M. Ivie (Division of Elementary and Secondary Education, Georgia

State Department of Education) and his staff have provided a list of objectives

which describe a general framework for the GHP. It was intended that the following




objectives should guide the GHP during its 1972 implementation:

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

1y,

15.

16.

17.

A historical profile of students enrclled in the program from 1964 to
present date will be developed.

The persistent pozitive and negative characteristics of the intellect-
ually gifted and artistically talented will be identified to assist
schools of the state in proper identification of such students.

Students cnosen for the program are intellectually gifted and artistically
talented.

Learning experiences not normally available during the regular school year
will be provided participating students.

The great democratic values, ideas of freedom, respect for the individual,
and the development of intelligence will be examined on intellectual and
emotional levels not possiblc in conventional teaching situations.

Instructional materials of abstract and difficult levels not usually
available during the regular school year will be used.

Precepts and concepts of group participation will be introduced and used.
Student will study in depth in a field of his own choosing. -

Informal and formal associations with those of like ability and interests
will provide encounters of deep joy and/or emotional shock for students.

Learning in and of itself is sufficient to provide the necessary motivation.

The integrative relationship of all learning will be carefully emphasized
by an interdisciplinary approach.

Flexibility in the scheduling of students for the teaching learning process
will be demonstrated.

Through the major areas and the interest areas of irstruction ideas,
concepts, and activities which are not usually available in the typical
high school in the state will be introduced.

Instructional units designed specifically for use with intellectually gifted
and artistically talented students will be developed and shared with school
personnel in th: state.

Students will be given specific guidance in order to better understand their
own abilities and future possiktilities for them.

Unusual field trips, cultural activities, and contact with gifted and
talented adults not normally available during the regular school program
will be made available to students.

Through participation in physical activities not usually available or
possible during the regular school year, students will develop greater
physical readiness.




18. A staff of teachers with broad abilities and competencies both directional
and non-directional who can and will guide student learning activities and
experiences both formally and informali; will be employed.

19. Teachers and other school personnel throughout the state will be invited
to observe the teaching techniques used with students.

20, Students will develop ways and means for evaluating their own progress.
21. Instructional content, practices, and materials have been changed in the

schools of Georgia.

Congruence of GHP Instructional Objectives and Student Personal Goals

The instructional setting of GHP is significantly influenced by objectives
pursued by staff and participants. At the outset of the program each group of
instructors in the eight nomination areac was requested to submit to the evaluation
staff.a list of primary instructional goals or objectives. These objectives are
summarized in Tables 1 through 8. The number of objectives ranged from 9 in Math,
Music, and Science to 20 in Art and Drama.

Compatability of these program objectives with the personal expectations of
the participants was considered a significant source of data for context evaluation.
Students by area of nomination were therefore asked at approximately the one-week
mark in the program to rate on a four point scale (4 = complete congruence, 3 =
moderate congruence, 2 - slight congruence, and 1 = not congruent) the degree to
which each objective was congruent with their personal goal in attending GHP. A
summary of these ratings is presented in Table 9. It can be seen that in general
a high degree of congruence was evident. In addit.on it was found that less than
3% of any of the objectives were found by any student tc be irrelevant. With
compatability ratings ranging from a low of 3.18 (on a four point scale) for Science

to a high of 3.56 for Drama, it can be concluded that the sta”f did an excellent

job of anticipating the needs of the students.
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TABLE 1
Instructional Objectives for VISUAL ARTS

1. To think and seediscriminately,to make value judgements and
to verbalize freely about these judgements and ideas.

2. To pursue curiosity, to experiment with new and old ideas,
by exploring ways of producing art.

3. To gain an insight into the relationship of art to other
creative areas and into the chronological devclopment of art.

4. To evaluate his own artistic growti.

5. To explore methods of visual problem solving.

6. To acquire an in-depth understanding in at least one area
of study.

7. To gain a working knowledge of design principles.

8. To learn the proper use and care of tools 2nd materials.

9. To gain an understanding into the creative process.

10. To discover the weaknesses in his visual expression and to
find ways of raising the level of his work.

11. To analyze, criticize and evaluate his own work and the
work of others.

12. To relate visual art to human existence and to discover
himself through artistic expression.

13. To learn to manipulate materials with concern for good
craftsmanship.

14. To increase fluency of ideas and ways of expressing them
visually.

15. To investigate resources independently.

16. To design and conduct an independent study in at least one
area of the visual arts.

17. To develop independence in problem solving through research,
exploration of media, practice of skills and techniques in
order to carry a work of art through the processes of
development from its conception to its exhibition.

18. To acquire a broad use of artistic terminology.

19. To acquire self-discipline and a level ¢f commitment necessary
to become a successful artist.

20.

To begin to develop a working pattern suitable to his own
nature. .




TABLE 2

Instructional Objectives for CRAMA

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

Increased sensory awareness.

Discovery of internal resources.

Extension of internal resources into believable action.
Improved self awareness.

Greater freedom from tension in purposeful self expression.
Disciplined play of imagination.

Disciplined use of emotion.

Increased variety in vocal pitch, rate, quality, and volume.
Communication through controlled use of voice.

Communication through use of coordinated physical involvement.
Amalgamation of the acting process with the creation of a role.

Discovery of improvisation as an important tool in the develop-
ment of believable performance.

Development of performance techniques.

Creative involvement in the interpretation of dramatic
literature.

Recognition of the relationship between the playwright's plot
and his major argument or theme.

Discovery of the relationship between the individual and the
theatre.

Discovery of the basic relationship between the theatre and
the world in which we live.

Discovery of theatre as an art experience.

Increased awareness of the technical aspects of theatre
production.

The improved critical perception of theatre art and related
media.

10

[re———, [SRe—, se——

«—r———



TABLE 3

Instructional Objectives for ENGLISH

10.

Initiation of the study of literature with selections of types
high in interest and of acknowledged worth.

Realization of the ability to evaluate literature as an arh
through extensive and intensive examination of ideas, style,
structure, and logic used by the author.

Encouragement of crecative writing.

Synthesis of the problems of philosophy and literature as the
basic intellectual problems of mankind by dealing with such
questions as what exists, what can be known, and what is
important?

Yovement toward the realization that aware perception is
fundamental to coping staisfactorily with and improving the
conditions of 1life.

Realization that even the most sensitive perception is chaotic
without some organized synthesis of the perception.

Realization that careful communication - the sharing of
organized perception and the meaning derived from it - is
important, almost certainly es.ential, for separate indivi-
duals and within any social context.

Realization that careful communication is dependent upon both
Sender and receiver, speaker and listener, writer and reader
knowing the convention on the language being used.

Realization that logical approaches to problems are important,
almost certainly essential, if their resolution is to progress
quickly enough, admitting, however, that non-logical thought
processes are also important.

Provision of some experience in sharpening awareness, in
organizing and synthesizing perceptions, in interpreting
the synthesis, and in communicating the resultant understanding.
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TABLE 4

Instructional Objectives for FOREIGN LANGUAGE

-~ N 7 =
. . . .

10.

11.

Increase speaking ability of students.

Irnrease listening comprehension.

Enlarge vocabulary.

Improve pronunciation and fluency.

Investigate contemporary Spanisn, French culture.
Have.overview of deveclopment of Spanish, Trench civilization.

Acquaint students with non-verbal communication and customs.

Consider art, music, dance of Spain, Latin America ancé France.

Tie in studies in other areas with studies in the language
(drama, politics, literaturc, cte.).

Develop in students more seclf-direction and responsibility
in foreign language studies.

Encourage creative activities in the language, such as
skits, dramatizations, TV commercials, etc.

12
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TABLE 5

Instructional Cbjectives for MATHEMATICS

I

W oo N o U

To
To
To
To
To
To
To
To

To

view mathematics with a broader perspective.
examine his concepts and express his own ideas.
organize his thinking in a more logical fashion.
think more creatively.

pursue mathematica’. topics of interest to him.
discover relationships of mathematics and other disciplines.
realize the contribution of mathematics to our culture.
understand the changing role of mathematics.

explore vocational cpportunities in mathematics related

fields.
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TABLE 6

Instructional Objectives for MUSIC '

1. To provide experiencecs that lcad to the development of the
total musician (performer, composer, listznacr).

2. To perform music including a varicty of st l«o and periods
and allowing for a varicty of performing media.

3. To discover and comprehend musical forms through performing, .
listening, conpccrition, and analysis.

4. To experience composing, arrunging, and improvisation in
music,

5. To acquire knowledge of the identifying characteristics of
cach major period in music history. :

6. To improve sight-singing and sipht-reading abilities of
each student. :

7. To cncourage individual endeavor in building prcfliciency in
one's major area of instrument. .

8. To provide opportunitics for areas of study not normally
offered in public school education such as conducting,
electronic music, etc.

9. To provide expericnces that will leud to a concept of the
basic elements of music (melody, harmony. rhythm, :onec, ;
form).

T w————
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TABLE 7

Instructional Objectives for SCIENCE

1. Effectively plan an cxperiment.
2. Execute his plan.

Interpret and analyze the data.

k. Draw conclusions from the analysis.

5. Make gencralizations Lased on the data.

6. Report findings in an acceptable fashion.

7. Gain skills in reviewing the literature.

8. Consider the relationship of science and socicty.

9. Gain skills in individualized work and obLtain self-confidence.
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TABLE 8

Instructional Objectives for SOCIAL SCIENCE

10.

11.

Students will learn to apply research techniques using all
available media (resource people, simulation games, published
materials, audio-visual materials, social and govermental
agencies).

Students will analyze a complex social science problem through
independent study.

Students will learn to judge and organize his facts.

Students will learn to put together elements and parts to
form structure so that it can be communicated to others.

Students will be freec to use their creative abilities to
share their knowledge gained through independent study.

Students will design their own self-evaluation instrument to
measure thelr success or fallure to achieve thielr own
established goals.

Students will learn to evaluate information critically
through abstractions and concrete situations; they will dev-
elop a tolerance for risk-taking and change.

Students will explore and learn to critique materials which
show the growth of man from a savage state to modern
civilization; these materials will emphasize the dignity

of man.

Students will participate in decision-making-activities.

Students will be encouraged to developr an attitude which
accepts and respects many diverse opinions.

Students will be free from the usual self-contained, teacher-
centered whole group structured learning environment; they

will be restricted only by their own limitations.
<
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Table 9 Summary of Ratings of Congruence Between
GHP Area Objectives and Student's Personal Goals

Grqup .Numper of Mean Rating "

Area Size Objectives Rated of Congruence
Art 39 20 3.39
Dran.a 26 20 3.56
English 65 10 3.30
Foreign Language 30 11 3.30
Mathematics 60 9 3.24
Music 63 9 3.44

) Science 54 9 3.18

' Social Studies 51 11 3.50

¥Four point rating scale used U4 = complete congruence,
3 = moderately congruent, etc.
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SELECTION OF STUDENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

One way in which program objectives get operationalized is contained
in the guidelines that are followed in selecting participants. One of
the contributions that context evaluation can make is the description of
what procedures were followed in identifying and processing student applica-
tions. Toward this end a representative of each nomination area was reques-
ted to submit to the evaluation staff an outline of the procedures followed
in selecting students. Following a description of the general procedures
employed in processing the GlP applications a description of the procedures
followed in each area will be presented. Copies of the interview forms used
by the committees for the various areas can be found in Appendix A. These
forms also contain descriptions of the selection criteria. Recommendations

for changes in selection procedures are included in Chapter 6.

General Procedure

Students participating in the 1972 Georgia Governor's Honors Program,
an intense eight-week summer program for the academically and artistically
gifted and talented, were highly select incoming high school juniors and
seniors. These were identified from all the public and private schools in
Georgia by various measures of achievement and ability including an over-all
grade average of at least B, by high achievement, aptitude, and interest in
the specific area of nomination, and by nominations and recommendations from
teachers.

In 1972 there were 188 public high schools and 97 private high schools
in the State of Georgia. Each institution of learning was eligible to

nominate 8 students, one student for each of the eight major areas in the
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Governor's Honors Program. The school systems with a large student popula-
tion were eligible to nominate 2 students in each major area.

Three thousand one hundred and eighty students were initially nominated
for the program. Three thousand one hundred and thirteen students took the

final screening test -- the Cognitive Abilities Test. A population of 1098

semi-finalists was identified on the basis of their CAT percentile ranks
derived from national norms. Members of the artistically talented group
(Art, Drama, and Music) were required to achieve at least a percentile rank
of 50 on the verbal scale, and the academically talented (English, Foreign
Language, Math, Science, and Social Science) a percentile rank of at least

94 on the verbal scale. The qualifications of each of the semi-finalists
were then reviewed by an appropriate selection committee. All semi-finalists
were interviewed. Four committees were employed. They were committees for
(1) the combined academic areas of Math, Science (chemistry, physics, and
biology), English, Foreign Language (French and Spanish), and Social Science;
(2) Drama; (3) Music; and (4) Visual Arts. Each committee used both common
and unique selection criteria. Four hundred finalists and a number of al-
ternates were selected in the areas of Math, Science, English, Foreign Lan-

guage, Social Science, Drama, Music, and Art.

Selecting ART Students

The following elements were included in the selection process.

(1) The committee was composed of teams of two with five teams
working in Macon and seven in Atlanta.

(2) Selection of committee members was made by the Director of
the Governor's Honors Zrogram.

(3) Those serving on the committees were people involved in
Art Education in Georgia.

(4 Each semi-finalist came for a personal interview bringing
with him a portfolio of two and three dimensional works.
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Selecting

He was given a fifteen minute interview during which he
displayed his work then reviewed by the interview committee.
Each team member rated the student individually and the

two scores were totaled. This gave the students final score
with no weights on I.Q., grade average, or participation

in activities. After all students had been interviewed,

all forms were collected and stacked in sequence from the
highest to the lowest total scores. The 41 students with
the highest total scores were selected as finalists; the
next 15 were selected as alternates. 1iIn case of a tie
between the last finalist and the first alternate, the forms
were reexamined. A decision was made in favor of the student
who scored highest on the CAT, had highest grade average

and whose teacher recommendation was strongest.

DRAMA Students

(1)

(2)

(3)

The semi-finalists were sent audition instructions.

Auditions were held in Atlanta and Macon. Candidates in

the field of drama were asked by letters to prepare for

the following: (a) present their letter of admission, and

(b) prepare for a 15 minute interview to be divided approx-
imately as follows: (Scene - 3 minutes memorized; Improvisation
- 3 minutes; Discussion of the character portrayed in the scene
of the monologue - 3 minutes; Interview - 3 minutes). The
scene should be selecied by the student and prepared prior to
his interview. The student should prepare a scene from a

play of merit and should plan to portray only one of the
characters. In additicn to presenting the scene, the student
should be prepared to discuss the interpretation of the
character portrayed.

A team of two judges conducted each interview. The candidates
handed a packet to the team of judges containing name,
nomination number, I.Q., CAT scores, school system, transcript,
nomination letter, and biographical data. The jvdges would
look over the information in the packet and fill in the
necessary information on the interview evaluation form.

The interviews were conducted as informally as possible. The
judges tried to make the candidates feel at ease during the
interview so that the students could perform to the best of
their abilities. The candidates were given the same impro-
visations so that a basic comparison between candidates could
be established. If a candidate had difficulty doing one
improvisation, they were given a second and sometimes a

third improvisation. The improvisations revealed the candidates
development of inner resources employed inthe disciplined play
of imagination, controlled use of emotion, and the creative
power required for effective role playing. 7 ¢ student was
ranked on a scale from 0-10. The ranking is c¢xplained on the
interview sheet.

20
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The prepared scene revealed the candidate's use of his
inner resources and the accumulation of his own experiences.
Attention was given to the depth of characterization, to the
student's speech, to his creative energies, and to the student's
poise and stage movements. The prepared scene was ranked on
a scale from 0-10.

The interview weighted values were arrived at by asking
the candidate the following questions:

a. Why did you select the scene from ?

b. Did you like the play?

c. What problems did you encounter in your effort to develop
a convincing characterization?

d. What plays or movies have you seen? Did you like them?

e. What function does drama serve in society today?

f. Why would you like to participate-in the Governor's
Honors Program in Drama?

g. What do you think you could contribute to the program?

h. What things would you like to learn if you were accepted
in drama?

i. What problems do you think you would encounter during the
8 week program?

j. Do you think you would be able to cope with these problems?

k. Would you like to ask the judges any questions about the
program.

1. Would you like to tell the judges anything about yourself
that perhaps the judges have overlooked.

When the candidate left the room after the interview, the
judges filled out their own interview form. The total of both
judges scores were averaged to arrive at the cumulative weighted
scores. After every candidate had been interviewed and the top
27 candidates were selected from the cumulative weighted scores
for participation in the Governor's Honors Program in drama.

Selecting ENGLISH Students

1.

2,

The selection committee for 1972 was composed of twelve
educators who work on a secondary education level in language
arts either in a teaching or a supervising capacity. Each
year at least one member of the selection committee has taught
in the Governor's Honors Program. liembers of the committee
were chosen by lMiss Margaret Bynum and the State Department
consultants.

The committee met for an oricntation session. Orientation
involved a review of characteristics of the gifted student
and a full discussion of the ballot used to interview the
students. Discussion of the ballot, rating scale, and
comment section was to promote as much uniformity of inter-
pretation as possible.




The committee used the following three areas as its guide:
(a) Responses elicited from the student to bring out evi-
dence of the points listed on the ballot, (b) sample of
the student's creative writing. (Each student was asked
to bring a piece of his writing to the interview.), (c)
additional evidence classed as Comments which the inter-
viewer observed.

All interviews were blind. No member of the committee
received nomination forms prior to meeting the student.

Each student was interviewed for fifteen to twenty minutes {
by two people. A longer interview frequently developed

if the interviewer was not certain the student was given

a fair chance to demonstrate his ability or 1f the inter-
viewer was not able to establish a good flow of communication.
Each student was interviewed by twc committee members who
rated the student separately. The two scores were averaged.
The first sixty-eight students with the highest numerical
score were finalists. The next fifteen students were rated
as alternates, one-fifteen. Numerical scores also deter-
mined the alternate rank. In cases of tie scores, infor-

" mation from the Comment section of the ballot, creative

writing sample, and nomination for was re-evaluated.

Evidences of interest, experience, seriousness of purpose,
self-direction, etc., were considered the most vital section.
The rising senior was usually selected over the rising
junior when a tie occurred.

Selecting FOREIGN LANGUAGE Students

The following criterion questions were submitted by the selection

committee as describing the essence of their selection deliberations.

1.

Hotivation (for summer study at GLP)

A. Does student know what GiHP is?

B. Does student want to study during summer months?

C. Indications from teacher's recommendations that show
self-motivation for study.

D. Indications from students statements that show
motivation and desire to attend GlP.

E. Willingness to attend 3 1/2 hour class Honday through
Saturday mornings in one subject.

Social Adaptability

A. Do recommendations from teacher show a willingness
and ability to work well with others?

B. Has student achieved nonors within his peer group
based on intellect or personality?

C. In what outside activities (clubs, organizations) is
student engaged?
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D. Has student ever worked?

E. What kind of personality does the student have?
(Positive attitude, thoughtful, sensitive to others,
outgoing, etc.)

Ability to Handle Language

A. How many years has the student studied the foreign
language?

B. Which text did he use? (This is an indication for
vocabulary, grammar studied.)

C. How much oral work was done in class?

D. Can the student answer simple, direct questions in
the foreign language?

E. Can the student talk in the language about a given
situation? (Based on his language experience.)

F. Has the student lived or traveled in a country where
the language is spoken?

G. Has the student studied the foreign language in
elementary school?

More emphasis was placed on motivation and social adapt-
ability than on language skills.

Selecting MATH Students

1.

The interviewing for the mathematics students for the
Governor's Honors Program was done by three teams of two
interviewers for each cancdidate.

Each student was ushered in and introduced to the inter-
viewers. The interviewers were handed records on the student
which included the following: the student's more recent

I.Q. score, class rank, a tranccript of courses and grades
(all), the letter of recommendation by the teacher. The
interviewers alternated taking the lead, asking the questions
on tche "interview" sheet and any other questions he felt
pertinent. Then the other interviewer asked whatever
questions he wished.

There was no time limit on the interviews and the interviewers
were instructed to keep the interview informal and relaxed.

The questions on the interview sheet were lead questions to
begin the interview. These were expanded and other questions
were added at the discretion of the inteiviewer. The scobtes
for ench item were recorded prior to the interview. The
ratings were reccrded after the student left. Each rating

vwas discussed and decided by mutual agreement by the two inter-
viewers. Ratings were given as follows:
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One point for an I.Q. of 135 or over; no points for under
135. The non-verbal score was used.

Points were given for the percentile on a standardized
achievement test in mathematics as follows: (96-100 -

3 points; 90-95 - 2 points; 85-89 - 1 point; Below 85 - 0).
One point was given to the students who had math courses
above their grade level. Two points were given if these
were accelerated courses. Two or zero points were given
according to whether the student had had geometry. Five
or zero points were given according to whether the student
had an "A" average in mathematics. Two or zero points
were given according to whether the student had an "A"
average in his overall grades. Two or zero points were
given according to whether the student had a class rank

in the tcp 10%. One to three points were awarded according
to the subjective judgment of the interviewers on the
content of the teacher's letter of recommendation. One to
ten points were given according to the interviewer's judg-
ment of the student's motivation and ability to profit
from the Governor's Honors Program.

The students forms were totaled and arranged from highest
score to lowest. The top 61 were selected as the finalists
for mathematics. The next ten scores were selected as
alternates. In case of ties the judgment was made on the
interview score.

Selecting MUSIC Students

1.

Selection committee composed of secondary and college
level music teachers chosen by State Music Consultant.

Procedure:

(A) Playing auditior - students ranked in ability
according to instrument (see rating sheet).

(B) Music theory test (written and oral) ranked
according to number of mistakes.

(C) Interview - aims (a) to advise student of type
of program (b) to determine if student really wants
to come and (c) to obtain some impression of student
personality, attitude and maturity.

(D) Previous three items considered along with CAT
information plus written application information
(primary weight is on performance ability).

Finalist students balanced according = 20 Vocal -
Sopranos, Altos, Tenors, Basses; 1) Strings - Violins,
Violas, Celli, String Basses; 10 Keyboard - Piano,
Organ; 30 Bank - Woodwind, Brass, Percussion.

Note - These are not exact numbers. One area may give to
another according to qualified or unqualified students.
Also according to total finalist allowed (Unknown as how
this figure was established).
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Final selection - individual specialist for each per-
formance areas (String, Vocal, Keyboard, Woodwind, Brass
and Percussion) chosen by State Music Consultant, make
the decision theoretically based on information of

(2) Procedure items (A), (B), (C), (D).

Selecting SCIENCE Students

1.

The interview team charged with the responsibility for
selection was composed of outstanding science teacher
and supervisors in the State of Georgia and also the
science staff of GHP.

A science interview summary sheet was used to evaluate
semi-finalists during an interview with two members of

the selection committee. A number system was formulated
prior to the interview which assigned a value to each of
the five criteria ranging from 1-4. The number one being
the lowest score and four being the highest. [Finalists
were chosen on a total raw score of the five categories.
Comments were written in the spaces to give further.im-
pressions for the assignment of the score. Each of the
five categories were given equal weight. The questions asked
relative to'the criteria were formulated by the interviewer
and of course reflected his personal strategies.

Selecting SOCIAL SCIENCE Students

1.

Selection committee identified by Miss Bynum and State
Consultants Social Science Teachers from public and private
schools (not all were teachers at the secondary level).

Each interview team (a) had an experienced Governor's Honors
Program staff member, (b) were the same for each interview
date (Macon and Atlanta), (c) met with State Consultant

and Committee Chairman to be oriented to score sheet and

questions to be asked each semi-finalist during the interview.

All scores added to give a final tabulation on the score test.

Each team did select their top 17 interviewees and then five
alternates. Team took total score moving from highest to
lowest numerical score. Exceptions: If in the course of the
interview a student indicated that he did nct want to come

to Governor's Honors Program in the .eld of social science
but another are he was rejected from the list of finalists.

Evidences of interest, experience, purpoce, etc. were given
more weight in the case of tie scores.



CHAPTER 3
INPUT EVALUATION

Input evaluation is focused on gathering data which describes the current
resources available to the program. Two major inputs are obviously important for
the GHP. These are the stafé and students. Studies were undertaken which not
only allowed for the profiling of important personal and background characteristics,
but also allowed for examination of interrelationships. First consideration will

be given staff characteristics.

BACKGROUND OF THE 1972 GHP STAFF

A demographic survey was made of the 1972 GHP Staff. Responses to a very
brief questionnaire were available from 28 individuals. Following is a summary
of the survey.

(1) The group was composed of 19 males and 9 females.

(2) Ages ranged from 24 fo 63, with an average of 38.

(3) Twenty-six of the staff had at least one degree above the
bachelors. These included 17 Masters degrees, six Sixth
Year Certificates and three Doctorates.

(4) The group averages 10 years of public school teaching, one
year of private school teaching, and two years of college

experience.

(5) They averaged almost three years in the GHP Program.

The GHP group can be characterized as predominantly male, middle-aged, and

highly trained and experienced in their specialities. l
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INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY

An obviously significant input into any instructional situation is the gene-
'al hilosophy of the teachers toward classroom management and the handling of what
;<are (1967) calls classroom "interactions". Authorities in the field of the gifted
such as Dr. E. Paul Torrancé have emphasized the importance of teachers allowing
studets considerable freedom during the learning process so that creativity may
develop or emerge. One dimension useful in characterizing mcnagement is Humanistic-

Custodial. Goldenberg (1971) has shown that the more humanistic teachers are more

concerned with (1) feelings, emotions and human relations in their verbal interaction

with students, (2) the development of independent thought and action, (3) permit
wider student latitude of freedom in initiating or making verbal statements.

In order to assess this dimension of the classroom the Pupil Control Ideology

Form (PCI) (Willower, Eidell, and Hoy, 1967) was administered to 34 members of the
GHP instructional staff. (A copy of the PCI can be found in Appendix B). Test
scores take on meaning only in relation to some reference standard or group. In
the present case it was decided to contrast the PCI from the GHP with the mean
scores of groups of (1) elementary teackere in Miss.uri, and (2) pre-service edu-
cation students at the Unive.sity of 3Jeorgia. Incira.ntially the lower the mean the
greater the h.manictic ori.ntetion. Following are the descriptive statistics

involved in *he comparison.

STANDARD
GROUP N MEAN DEVIATICN
Missouri Elementary
Teachers 212 48.59 7.41
University of Georgia
Education Students ae 46.5¢ 8.06
GHP Instructional Staff 34 uz.54 9.15

To deterwine if {ncre scores differed significarn:ly a t-test was applied

to assess th: significance of difference betr :cn means. Tne "t" difference was

27
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3.11 t~r the comparison between GIiP staff and Missouri teachers with the CHP staff

o

Lelng more humanistic in their control orientations (sipnificant at .01 level).
Although the mean of i1he GiiP staff was smaller than the mean for UGA students, the
" of 1.72 is so small that the difference could have been a chance difference.

What this difference means 1s that we can be 99 percent confident that the

o’

typical GHP staff member is more humanistic in her control orientations than the

cal Kissourl teacher sampled. The GIP staff member is more optimistic that,

fode

ty

4

-t

through close personal relationships with pupils and the positive aspects of

iriendship and respect, studen‘s will be self-disciplining rather than disciplined.
Two-way communication channels between teacher and pupil-. »re .nore open; flexibility
in ctatus and rules is thought to lead to a more democratic classroom climate. The

P ostaff member placed more emphasis on the individual and his needs and in his

rowth than the typical classroom teacher in issouri.
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s less likely to stereotype their students in terms of appear-

IS

ance, behavior, and parents' social

0]

tatus. The tynical teacher
r.anple is more likely to view behavior in moralistic terms instead of attempting

e it more Lik~l- Yo view tne idaal student-teacher relation-

In sumimary, the rupil control orientatlons of Lhe 5P sta®f are different
issour: teacuers. These differences ars in

the direction which authorities would view ol positive, These teachers in reneral
H >

.

wave orientations toward rupils which Lhould focter creative development in these
Ty I

IHSTRUCTICHAL SUAY JUONT™T OF TN TA T (PO A OVICLPTA

A significant input relative 'o *L total - .tin0 ional program should be

blaced upnn coneeptr aontr.l to t.e major obiectives

H

related to the imp.rtanar

of the program. U wes ascumest toyr euch data wed o Lfeq’ jcantly influence
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thinking about the program and influence decisions related to subiect matter and
instructional method. In order to gather relevant data the GHP Lvaluation Staff,
GliP Administrative Staff and Dr. Jess Llliot of the Georgia State Department of
Education's Division of Plannirg, Research, and Lvaluation generated .a,iist of ten

concepts which were thought to be foremost in the planning and implementation of

the program. These ten concepts were:

Independent Study

Governor's Honors Program

Learning

Academically Talented Student
Artistically Talented Student
Teachers

Dormitory Living

Texchooks

Audio-Visual Materials

Governor's Honors Program Seminars

SO OV, E WD
.

=

This last concept was finally dropped due to an administrative decision part wa
2 Pl

into the program not to hold program-wide seminars durins the 1972 session. 7o

ha

assess the meanings ascribed tn these important concepts Osyood's (Osgood, Suci

and TannenLaun, 1957) semantic differcntial technique was employed. Basically the

ratinss of cach concept are grouped alons three major dimensions - evaluation,

potency and activity. Tour adjectivc paiic and 1 seven point scale was used for ecach

.2 three major dimensions. 4 copy of the Staff Semantic NDifferential can be

b=
[
-
-

found in Appendix C. The results of the ad: stration of the SD to the staff,

which was accomplished during the tirct week of the prosram, are summarized in Table
12, Scven of the nine concepts are caen oo hiphly valuable. The other two (Mo.'s

2 and #4) are seen as relatively meose aclive ratuer then porent or worthwhile,
Virtually all means are toward the hich =i -1 1 .& scale and the maximum possibile
value of 28. These hish rating: might Le in-orpreted as Lu,.porting the judement of
the evaluation stafl ™ ~uq =oll=z «5 S 5 lecting thoss - neepts as of central

importance in the prorram. In eny even' aine conceuts were «11 iudred as

worthwhile,




TABLE 10
Summary of Means¥* and Standard Deviation on Evaluative,
Potency and Activity Factors for GHP Staff Semuntic Differential (¥=29)
Evaluative Potency Activity
Standard Standard Standard

CONCEPT Mean Deviation rean Deviation Mean Deviation
1. Independent Study 24 .62 3.27 19.41 h.33 22.93 3.22
2. Governor's Honors

Program 25.76 2.34 22.24 3.78 26.07 2.09
3. Learning 25.79 2.35 22.55 3.56 25.38 2.€3
4, Academically

Talented Student 23.86 3.40 . 21.10 3.47 25.62 2.51
5. Artistically

Talented Student 25.21 2.88 21.14 3.87 D4.56 4,14 o

o

6. Teachers 24,62 3.44 : 21.03 3.5 23.86 3.82
7. Dormitory

Living 19.45 5.30 17.21 2.80 17.76 5.62
8. Textbooks 18.97 4.72 17.62 4.40 17.10 4,71
¢. Audio-Visual

Materials 22.24 h, 04 18.76 3.29 21.90 4.79
%¥Based on seven point scale, maximum mean = 28

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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) DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 1972 GHP PARTICIPANTS

Following is a brief summary of some important background characteristics of
the 1972 Governor's Homnors Program participants.
1. Average age = 16 years, 10 months.

2. Average number of regular courses taken in high school area of
nomination = 2.87

° 3. Average number of advanced courses taken in area of noqination = 1.11.
4. Average cumulative grade point average = 90.8 (out of 100).
5. Average cumulative grade point average in area of nomination = 9y.4.
6. Average percentile rar: in graduating class = 90.5.
i 7. Average percentile —ank (based on ag-~ norms) on verbal section of

Cognitive Abilities Test = 9u.5.

- 8. Average percentile rank (based on local norm) on verbal section of
Cogaltive Abilities Test = 75.3.

9. Average percentile rank (based on age norms) on non-verbal section
of Cognitive Abilities Test = 85.3.

10. Average percentile rank (based on local rorm) on non-verbal section of
Cognitive Abilities Test = 59.3.

11. Average number of a:tivities and honors related to area of nomination =
1.69.

)

12. HNumber of bv»:ilzrs .ad slsters pr>-iously attending GHP (for total
1972 ~roun; = 39.

13. Numier of 1972 gro.p participating in local honors program = 28.

14, Num® =r of 1972 group inteuding to attend college on either full-time or
part-time basis in Fall 1972 = 59.

15. Average age of father = 46 years, 6 months.

16. Average age of mother = 43 years, 6 months.

17. Average educational level of father = 17 yecars, 4 months.
18. Average educational level of mother = 1U years, 2 months.

19. Average num.er, ¢f broirzars in family = 1.09

20. Average number of sisters in family = 1.00

O ‘ 31




21. Average number of children in family = 3.2.
22. Average age span between siblings = 7 years, 4 months.

3

23. Marital status and living situations = 90% of parents are married and
living together.

By way of overview, then, we find that the average 1972 GHP student is almost ‘
17 years old, possesses an excellent academic and test performance record, comes

from a moderately large intact family where the middle-aged parents are very well

-

educated.

PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS OF 1972 GHP STUDENTS

Another source of input data revolves around the general personality charac-
/ teristics of the participants. It would be informative to kno& if individuals
in different aveas of nomination also possessed different personalities.

The personality measure of the present study was Form C of the Sixteen

Personairity Factor Questionnaire (16PF) (Cattell and Eber, 1969). The 16PF is

a factor analytically developed personality inventory decigned to measure the major
dimensions of human personality comprehensively from youneg adulthood to later
maturity. The personality factors measured, together with brief phrasal descrip-

tions are as follows:

FACTOR DESCRIPTION f

A Reserved (Aloof) ~ Outgoing (Warmhearted)
B Less Intelligent (Dull) - !lore Intelligent (Bright)
C At focted by ieelings (Lmotional) - Imotionally Stable (Mature)

Humble (Submise.ve) -~ Assertive (Dominant)

a3}

r SoL~r (Glum) -~ iappy-Go-Lucky (Enthusiastic) ;

G Lzpedient (Casuzl) - Conscientious (Persevering)

H Cay (Tim!l) - veiucesome (Adventurous)




O
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Tough-Minded (Realistic) - Tender-Minded (Sensitive)

L Trusting (Adaptable) - Suspicious (Self-Opinionated)
Moo Practical (Conventional) - Imaginative (Eccentric)

N Forthright (Simple) - Shrewd (Sophisticated)

0 Placid (Confident) - Apprehensive (Insecure)

Ql Conservative (Respecting) - Experimenting (Analytical)

Q, Group-Dependent (Follower) - Self-Sufficient (Resourceful)
Q, Casual (Uncontrolled) - Controlled (Socially-Precise)
Q, Relaxed (Stable) - Tense (Frustrated)

Data were available on 375 of the GHP students.

The 16PF scales are known tv be relatively independent. This was confirmed with
-ome data of the present study. Out of a possible 120 interscale correlations for a
greup of 124 artistically talented culy 11 weoe found to be larger than .27. For 251
academically talented students only % ccrrelations were found to be larger than .29.
On the basis of this informatic: a decicion #2s mcde to compute univariate analyses of
variance across the eight gifted grou.s fo each »f the 16PT scales. The 16PF scales
y elding significant F-ratios were suijewied tu Jancar's Multiple Ranpge Test. Differ-
ences between the artistically and academically talented students on each of the 16PI

scales were examined through the use of t-tests. A significant level of .75 was set

A pr~file analysis was mede nf the present gifted sroup and Scheier's (1965)
! 13 : ¢

l‘u
;_n

,
4

hypothetical creative personality pro n adliition, -rofile analyses were donc
comparing the artisticilly and acadenicslly talonted pr~.. Summaries of the pro-
file analyses were in the form of coefficients -f profile similarity (Cattell, 1949).
thic coefficient ranges from +1.00 indicating com lete congruence of profiles to

-1.00, which is interpreted as mar mur disorepancy Letwcen the combined shape and

elevation of the profilc..




Results

Differences Among Gifted Groups

A summary of the means, standard deviation, and F-ratios for comparison of
the eight gifted groups on the 16PF scales is nresented in Table 11. Five scales
-- Factors A, E, I, N, §Q -- were found to significantly discriminate among the
eight differentially gifted groups.

Application of Duncan's Multiple Range Test indicated that students in the
Hath and Science groups were significantly more reserved, detached, and critical
than students in the other six groups who were more outgoing and warmhearted
(Factor A). People scoring low on Tactor A also tend to be skeptical and like
things rather than people. 1If one can characterize the study of mathematics and
science as requiring precision, order, and singlemindedness, then this finding is
not unexpected.

Students in Drama and Jocial Science were significantly more assertive
(independent, aggressive, and stublorn) than students in usic and Foreien Language
(Factor L). These last two groups were “ound ‘o L¢ more humble, mild, accomodating,
and consorming than the Drama and Social Ccispre groups. The need to forcefully
project ones self or ideas araln lovically fits Urama students. Ideasz related to
social change and revolution tund to charactirrize « rreat Jenl of today's social

science curricula which may ewplain to some ewvtent th: coci:l science scores on

™ m e e - e sy .. . . .. - . T e
Factor E. he Art ryo.p was aloe frunl oy have a sionid
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Drama group.

.
S

Factor I means were found to di.criminite the /vt and Toreipn Lanpuage Sroups
from the Social Science group. llembers of the former eroups desceril ed themsclves
as more tender-minded (dependent and sensitive) than mem! ers of the Secial Science

group. People scoring low on Factor 1 are somelimes skeptical of cultural efforts

1

which would contrast lorlcally with those Interecied ir art ond the study of a

foreipn tongue. Students in Science and Math weve =1 ¢ “ound to differ from all

O ag
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Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and V-Natiss
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other groups on Factor I. People in Quantitative arcas may be characterized as
tough-ninded. If one can accept the placing of groups on a continuum which describes
tne degree to which an academic discipline deals with a systematized and known body
of facts, ideas, and methodologies versus a relatively unstructured and incorrect
s2t of ideas, then the factor I differences make sense. Scicnce, Math, and Social

Science would be found at the "known and structured" end, and Art and English at

the "unstructured” pole.

Social Science students scored significantly higher on Factor M than all other

IS

-

groups. They described themselves as being calculating and shrewd, hardheaded and

analytical.
The final scale showing sienificant differences was Conservative vs. Fxperi-
el 3

menting. Science students scored significantly higher on Factor Q, than students

in the English, Music, and Drama groups. The Science students saw themsclves as

-aing experimental while students in the other three groups cdescribed themselves as

1]

tracditional and cautious and compromising in res

falented '

and total group are presented In [aile 12.
purely for descriptive purposes. VWhen the Fivst two froups were compared,

E)
2

scales -- Factor B, G, I, 0, and Q= -warn found to be gsienificant discriminators.

[

‘he academically talented were found to Le nore inteliisent, tourh-rinded, aureri-
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claved. Converseic, the ariistically talented dezcribed
thenmselves as less intellicent, conccianlious, tonder-mindesd, concervative, and

]

tense. There is a general "corerral® syndrore tuat char.clerizes the academically
oriented. FPractical learning and initeliecciual tasis are mastere! rapidly by these

individuals. They do not allow *ension to intorfore with schosl work: £ different

syndrome or collection of characteristics i5 typical of the artictically talented,

ERIC * |
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TARLE
FhBLE Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and t-Ratios
| on Sixtecen Personality Factor Questionnaire for Airtistically
; (N=124) and Academically (;i=251) Talented Students & Total Group (N=375
ARTISTICALLY ACADEKICALLY TOTAL
TALENTED TALENTED GROLP
16PF-ZACTOR I SD M SD t-Ratio I SD
A 7.05 2.28 6.59 2.30 1.85 6.74 2.25
B .90 1.17 5.22 1.19 -2.54% 5,11 1.18
c 7.01 1.82 7.20 2.02 -0.93 7.14 1.9%4
E b.77 2.24 5.15 2.56 -1.50 5.03 2.42
F 6.85  2.75 6.56  2.48 1.00  6.66 2.56
G 6.23 2.13 5.55 2.53 2.76% 5.77 2.41
H 5.74 2.23 5.65 2.24 0.37 5.68 2.24
I 7.90 2.37 6.85 2.62 3.95% 7.20 2.43
T 5.48 1.95 5.83 2.15 -1.60 5.71 2.08
i 6.96 1.77 7.13 1.97 -0.86 7.07 1.91
hY 5.55 1.87 5.57 1.95 -0.1¢C 5.57 1.89
0 b Ly 1.69 .18 1.84 1.44 u.26' 1.79
3 6.31 2.60 /.14 2.439 -3.00 6.86 2.50
2 7.40 1.56 7.58 1.56 -1.08 7.52 1.56
Q3 6.62 2.k2 6.30 2.19 -1.06 6.21 2.27
Gy 6.36 2.20 5.74 2.51 2.46% 5.94 2.43
¥t-Ratio significant Letween Lwo talen-«qd Frouns, 1 €< 05
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This syndrome is more "value" oriented than "cerebral". The artistic can be charac-

terized as not being interested in

¥

analytical "intellectual" thought but in working

with ideas which are more of a current re listic, practical, and concrete conseguence.

Results derived by comparing the profiles of the academically talented, the

artistically talented, and the total group with Scheier's (1965) hypothetical 16PT :
"creative personality" profile expressed as standard (sten) scores were not encour-
aging. Coefficients of pattern similarity of -.4b, -.43 and -.40 were derived for

the just mentioned three respective groups. Such coefficients indicate large

differences between the gifted groups and the hypothetical prcfile.
It is obvious from the results that personality profiles of the artistically

and acadenically talented groups were similar. 4 coefficient of .80 between the

significantly on five of the 16PT scales. Thae general lack of ewtreme mean scores
for the present samples was noted.

ve wcales (¢, G, L, O,

(%1%

Some support for Scheler's proiile wac Feund in that #
ang 7, ) vere within one sten score or less of the hyrothesized standard score.
Lriremely large discrepancios were not;d cn factors H, i, and 0

The results of the present study show very little consistency relative to the
findings of ctudies by Yerner (1366) and Worner and Pachtold (1063).  ARcut the
only common factor to hold up was B, l‘ore-less Intelliiqent. There are numerous
factors whicl could account for these resuls. The small camzle sizes in the

orisinal studies and differences in culcction procedures are two rotentially sionici-

cant ones.

~

When ~ifted sroups wer - “reatad on the Lacis of d4i{Ferential academic interestc,

there was no con’irmation for the personality difforcnces reported by Werner and

Bachtold (1969),
38
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It was found that the Social ¢{<ience gifted student group tended on a number
of scales to pull themselves apart from the other groups. They described then-
selves as being more asser+tive, tough-minded, and shrewd.

The finding that the "intelligence'" scale discriminated the academic from the
artistic groups serves as kind of a vajidity check on the selection procedures. An
aptitvde precentile rank of 94 was requircl for the academic group, but only a

percentile rank of 50 was required for the artistic group. Although differences on

five of the 16PF scales were notoed between the artist ically and academically

bt

talented groups, the profiles in general tended to fall in the "averapge' range in

terns of normative standard scores.

Little support was found for the hypcthetical “creat
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suggested by Scheier (19u5).

CREATIVE PREGONALITY CHARACTIRISTICS CF 1872 CHD STURTNTS

Gowan (1$71) has recently underscored the relationship between creativity
and giftedness. In enothor vane, %eodale (1270) Las sugpested that the personality

o: the lecarne

'3
[

s more important than tha tvies of materisls used in promoting

creativity. It was therefore felt that some measures of creistive potential should

3 - 3 o ‘ D B T . o Sy 5 Se N O . 2 . - e
be gathered on the Guf studen*s. Lata were avaiiable on 300 oo the students. The

il
H

easure of creative pursonality nsed war the Utar lpd of Pepson Are You? Test

(Torrancc and Xhatena, 1970a). (Yee Anre iz 1. for a cony of this Inctwument) This

instrument is a 50-item farced-cholce coeltive er-onality inventorv. Tarrarce (10€
i ki J

surveyed over 50 studics and identified some 0 seovonal Jaracterintics which dffFrap-
entiated creative from pon-creative parcow..  On the Lecis of pankings 1y 4 panel of

expert judges, 50 items were conutriacted Ly apirin: characteristics havine dis-
tinetly differcui ranks and placine them in a forced-choics format. The items call

for the respond-nt to nake a choice botween socially denival 1o charact~risties on

30
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Summary of Means and Standard Deviations on the
tinat Kind of Person Are You? Test for Eight
Differentially Gifted Groups

GrOUP N Yiean Standard Deviation

Social Science 43 31.67 .78

ArE 38 31.63 6.62

Znglish 63 29.690 6.55
“ath 56 29.50 7.04

Drama 22 29.322 5.37

Yusice 62 27.61 6£.89

Foreign Language 23 27.30 5.%4

1o
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some items and socially undesirable characteristics on.other items. For example,
respondents must choose bet. :en characteristics such as curious or energetic, quiet
or obedient, and altruistic or courteous.

Torrance and Khatena (1970b) reported stability coefficients for the What Kind

of Person Are You? Test of .73 (one-month interval), .91 (one-week interval), and

.97 (same day). The validity evidence they reported indicates that scores on this

2 instrument are significantly related “o the ability to produce original images, to

v write original stories, to produce provocative questions, to have freedom and creative |
orientations, and to be attracted to creativity seminars and major in such creative

arts as speech, dramatics, and art.

A summary of the performances of the 360 gifted students by group is presented

1 i
4

in Table 13. The mean scores compare favorably with various groups described by

»

Torrance and Khatena (1970a).

T Gk o b

H

Calculation of a one-way analysis of variance across the eight gifted groups

yielded an F-ratio of 2.71 which was significant at the .05 level (df = 352/7).

}m.wuuw’l

To identify which groups had means which were statistically different a Duncan's

damiatinsy

Hultiple Range Test was applied. It indicated that the Social Science, Art, and

Science groups had significantly “igher mcans th.n the Music and Foreign Language

Pokosanieund
' .

groups. This finding is not illc,,.cal if ~ne accepts the assumption that activities

in the areas of sciences and art requ.re a plication of creative abilities. It was

FECPIUSH

somevwhat surprising to find the .~ ‘c croup at the low end of the set of means. It
& L3 1

$oiihotidbiali

is likely that the kind of a:.istic profici ncv required of the students in the

program from which the sample was gat’ red was set at development of technical

.

mastery rather than creative interpre.atinon or inventivencss.

1
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LIFL HISTOAY CHARACILRISTICS CF «iif STUDIKHTS

The previously summarized background character’stvics describe only
ene dimension of the many significant antecedents ¢f the gifted students

n the present program. liown some of thece hackr-ouii factors are recalled

[

anc integrated into the individual students functioning personality is

e implications

s
[

of ;r=at conseguence - toth from the standpoint of rossi

for selection as wWell as an aid to understandins i coffectiveness of the

:

2]

drrent program. It was therefore declied to administer a biorsraphical

inventery to the students. The inventery chogen wan the UGA Biograshical
Cues=ionnaire. The rationale for the developmant of the bilographical
inventory nas been descpibed by its criginator, vaon. (1963, 1971).
sasically the theoretical rationale is basedl on the premise that past

behavior is the best predic:or of future b.savior. & description of

O

tue davelopment of the instrument and validity data have been reported

.

by nalpin (1972) and Scinoenfeldt (1970). & medien stability reliability .

n

coefficient of .60 over a two year peried for fomile collere students

—

1as been reported by Halpin (1372). All iterns are :ultiple choice, with
the responses arranzed to form a continuum. Following are two typical items.

* 63. During your high school years (gradec 5. Compared with other students

8-12) how many times did you make in vour hiph school, how
the semester honor roll? much did you try to achieve
1o the limits of vour
A. Never ' 2 11ities?
B. Cnce or twice
C. Three or four times f+. uch more than other
D. Tive or six times ~tudents
E. Seven or eight times B. tore than other
students
C. ALbout the same as
other students
. Less than other studentsé
L. 1luch less than other
students
Q .
ERIC 42 j
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The initial item pool consisted of over 2,000 questions. This pool
yielded a 389 item questionnaire. Application of a principal components
factor analysis and Varimax rotation yielded 13 male and 15 female inter-
pretable factors. The present form of the questionnaire contains 118 of
the items with the heavicst factor loadings. Scale independence was veri-

fied in the present study as out of 78 possible interscale correlations

for males only U4 were larger than .20 and out of 105 correlations for females

only 9 were larger than .20.

Biodata were available, in addition to the GEP students, on a group
of average ability students from a .arge metropolitan area in feorgia.
The eight area groups werc¢ also analyzed by clustering Art, iusic and Drama
into an artistic group and English, Foreiyn Larguage, Math, Science and
Social Science iato an academic group.

Results

A summary of the means, standard deviations and F-ratios for males and
females is presented in Tables 1% & 15. With respect to both means and
standard deviations considerable variability beoth vithin scales across
groups, and within grouns across scales is evident. Four scales were found
to significantly discriminate bets #n tne gre.pn of differentially talented
males and five scales significantl: dic-riminated between the sroups of

[

none of the discriminating scales

ot
[
o+

females. It is interesting to not«
were common to both sexes.
Multiple-Comparisous Betwien Gifted Groups: Hales

On the basis of Duncan's Meltiple Ranse Test malas were found to be

significantly differentiated on tne four Liographical ccales labeled

43
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Summary of Means, Standard Deviation,

and F-Ratios for Male Gifted Sub-Groups on

the Biographical Information Blank

GROUP
Foreign ' Social
Art Drama English Language Math llusic Science Science
(N=13) (N=13) (N=15) (N=6) (N=37) (N=29) (N=34) (N=26)
Over-All
i 4 s M sp . sD ¥ SD M SD M S M SB  F-Ratic
Parental Warmth uug uee 112 483 109 497 107 488 85 4cy 96 L72 129 ug83 113 .35
Intellectualism 49y 527 112 529 38 621 60 64l 54 574 82 637 63 626 €7 T8y
Academic Achievement 503 503 107 551 8¢ 581 73 570 98 515 107 571 135 545 121 P Y
Social Introversion 436 504 131 489 87 519 109 5&5 73 563 28 €17 £9 £l 23 G.o2
Scientific Interest 526 Le6 82 525 1093 Luy 156 528 106 Lou 37 Bys  1on 533 97 1.0
Socioeconomic Status 567 568 56 518 71 539 83 525 87 531 az 558 G 56¢ 78 1.27
Independence 480 508 10C1 Le2 102 Lug 89 433 125 513 125 524 1Co 507 112 75
Parental Control 410 Lu3 L7 L51 78 byl 107 413 100 Le7 122 48 109 551 106 LB
Positive Academic Attitude 532 528 103 437 101 490 71 Lg81 81 500 38 (462 83 469 al 2.15%
Sibling Friction 3u8 384 103 4y0 78 429 121 480 91 L2y 9z 456 102 ugs 1190 L 1§%
Religious Activity 543 528 g1 579 11u 559 86 523 101 507 95 547 83 533 60 1.13
Athletic Interest 53¢ 532 82 Lgg 55 541 103 502 85 557 72 505 74 514 86 1.87
Social Desirability 487 507 82 533 83 533 89 536 79 537 39 549 90 533 93 .85
are ox, recsed in standard score form, Mean 50C, Standard Deviation = 100
.05, 165/7
. 1FL
kl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 15

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and F-Ratios for Female Gifted Suhgroups on the Biographical Information Blank

SCALE GROUP

Foreign Social Over-£]

Art Drama English Language Math Music Science Science F-Ratl

(N=26) (N=1u) (N=19) (N=21) (N=22)  (N=34) (N=18) (N=22)
M s K sB M SD M S M SD M S M sp H SD

Maternal Warmth 430 86 529 60 483 84 482 69 479 98 508 71 L7y 83 473 72 H.ﬁ
Social rmmmm%ijw i 473 79 508 73 535 385 L8y 82 487 96 n68 98 L4E6 75 468 75 2.4
Academic Achievement 515 83 481 115 617 5@ 625 59 622 u2 513 99 610 66 Sou 57 ~2.4
Parental Control 480 108 503 95 493 99 ueu4 82 482 43 514% 63 ug3 92 475 a7 T
Cultural-Literary Interests 540 85 576 83 599 98 534 103 556 1623 34 82 578 72 603 o0 w7
Scientific Artistic Interest 585 77 547 103 585 86 320 74 562 75 550 75 602 68 571 88 IS
Socioeconomic Status 520 87 523 136 504 398 537 63 498 Mwm 568 81 u7s 80 mo%. 101 I!“M‘
Expression of Negative Emotions 509 74 534 72 438 83 480 56 MWQ 70 u82 83 482 78 513 Su w.M
Athletic Participation 435 70 460 8h 416 86 456 90 46l 70 u52 88 4§21 87 w2y 383 1.1}
Conformity to Female Role 550 105 536 113 438 96 474 104 515 395 503 9u 514  1ll Suh 863 1.7f
Mlaladjustment bou 83 463 77 473 106 462 98 377 85 438 86 431 106 399 g2 3.4
Popularity with Opposite Sex 422 107 400 154 436 102 432 83 483 105 42¢ 116 465 104 410 112 wuwﬁ
Positive Academic Attitude 521 8L 522 100 515 73 493 81 482 73 508 87 496 83 504 76 .7
Daddy's Girl 476 396 524 68 478 75 508 69 u78 83 517 66 479 103 u9l 64 1.5
Social Maturity 515 83 500 Th 595 73 520 58 43, 75 516 70 482 €4  u4g0 68 .7

dote: Scores are expressed in standard score form, Mean = 500, Standard Deviation = 1-u

“F-Ratio significant p &« .05, df = 201/7

IC

E
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Int21llectualism, Social Introversion, Positive Academic Attitude, and
Sibling Friction.

Art students were significantly less concerned with "'intellectual"
pursuits than members of all other groups except Drama. As a matter of
fact the cluster of artistically talented groups of Art, Drama, and Music
were lower than the academically talented aqroups of “ath, Science and
Social Studies on the Intellectualism Scale. Intellectualism involves
regularly reading literary, business, or scientific magazines, and watching
educational "and cultural TV shows.-

tlales in the Math and Science groups were found to be significantly
more socially introverted than males in the Social Science, Drama, English
or Art groups. High scores indicate fewer casual friends and dates, less
general popularity, and lack of confidence and effectiveness in meeting
demands of social situations. Another interesting an! statistically signi-
ficant comparison on the Social Introversicn scale was that of low Art
student means relative to a very high mean for Math students.

Another scale differentally significant for males was Positive Academic
Attitude. The results appear at first to be antithetical to expectations.
English and Science groups were found to have significantly lower scores
than the artistically taleuted froups of A»t, Drama, and Muéic. These
latter groups characterized tu=ir past school experiences positively.

They liked school and their teachers, found that teachers were successful

in arousing academic interests, a..l enjoyed specific courses and engaged

in a great deal of homework for them. Why the lower scores for the academically

talented groups? The findings may reflecct the general lack of responsiveness

in our schools to the needs of the academically gifted.

46
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The final scale yielding differences for males was Sibling Friction.
High scores indicate that respondents more often argued or fought with
siblings, had more younger brothers and sisters close to their own age,
and in general felt more friction and competition. Again it was seen
that the artistically talented group tended to have similar life histories
with the Art, Drama and Music group scoring lower (less sibling friction)
than tne Math and Social Science groups. It was also found that the Art
and orama groups were significantly lower than the Science group, and the
Art group lower than the tnglish group.

Another approach to reporting the results for the males can be taken
by priefly describing the salient characteristics by gifted group. These
summaries are based c¢n only the most pronounced trends evident and reflect
how the members tended to characterize their own histories and past experiences.

Art - Less intellectually inclined, socially introverted and reported
sibling friction.

Drama - Less concern with intellectuall pursuits and reported sibline
friction.

English - Lower positive academic attitude.
Math - High degree of social introversion.

Music - Lower concern with intellectual activities and less sibling
friction.

Science - Fairly high degree of social introversion and low positive
academic attitude.

Five scales were found to be significant discriminators for females.
They were Social Leadership, Academic Achievement, Cultural-Literary Interests,

Scientific-Artistic Interests, and Maladjustments.

47




Students in the English group reported social leadership experiences
significantly different from all groups except Drama. Social Leadership
scores are related to group experiences in scnool politics and to leadership
positions. The high verbal skills possessed by both the £nglish and Drama
students would undoubtedly help them gain positions of leadership in their
schools.

The clustering of the artistically talented groups is again evident
on the Academic Achievement scale. The Art, Drama, and Music groups and
significantly lower scores.than the other groups. As one would guess from
the label this scale reflects an actual academic achievement experience,
interest in competing in academic situations, and expectations of being
successful in scholastic endeav.rs.

The Cultural-Literary Intercsts scale operated in an expected way.

It allowed the logical and si nificant discrimination of the Social Science
and English groups (higher means) from the Art, Foreign Language, and Music
groups. |

The interests associated with science and art were also discriminating.
Students in the Science, English, and Art proups evidenced significantly
more interest in these arcac than stuasents of Foreign Langauge.

The final discriminating scal- was Maladjustment. This scale does not
diagnose cevere mental health problems or psychopathology, but describes
general adjustment and defensive reactions to stressful situations. Behaviors
described by high scor.ws would »e frco.ert daydreaming, brooding, and
hypersensitivity to criticizm. Re-~.lt. ‘ndicated a significantly higher

mean for English students re.itivs to lMath and Social Science students. In

O
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addition students in Math scored significantly lower than students in all

Brsiig o ——

groups except Social Science and Science.

Characterizing only the outstanding trends of the female gifted groups

(-wuu«l:’

we find the following portraits.

Art - Low positive academic experience but degree of scicntific-
artistic interests.

Drama - Low positive academic experiences but high social leadership.
English - High social leadership expression, both high cultural-literary
and scientific-artistic interests, but greater difficulty in

coping with stressful situations.

Music - Low frequency of positive academic experiences.

) ’ o

Science - High scientific-artistic interests.

s

Social Science - High Cultural-literary interests.

1 4
H

=~ The results of the comparisons Lz:ween the Average Ability group and
the Artistically, and AczZ..:i_ally Talented groups are presented in Tables 16
and 17.0f 26 comparisons beive~n *™2 +~ talented and the average ability
groups for nales, 14 were signiricant. The mile artistic group had five
significantly higher means (In.. ..ctualism, Socioeconomic Status, Positive
- Academic Atititude, Athletic Intere.t, and Social Desirability) and one lower
3 (Sibling Friction). The comparison with the Academically Talented group of

males yielded eight significant t-ratios. All of the means were significantly

higher (Intellectualism, /.a‘i2mic Achievetent, Sccial Introversion, Scien-
tific Interest, Socioeconomic Status, relimioue Activity and Social Desir-
;- ability) except Sibling Friction. Significant :omparizons common to both

groups occurred on four scales.




TABLE 12 Summary of leans, Standard Deviations, and Results of t-Tests for lMale Average Ability,
Artistically, and Academically Talented Groups
SCALE - GROUP
Average Artistically Academiczaliliy
Ability Talented Talented
(N=123) (N=55) (N=11¢8)
Parental Warmth hga 97 77 1C5 Lg2 1c8
Intellectualism b4os 77 Shlx 103 630% 59
Academic Achievement 520 88 500 110 563% 132
Social Introversion 491 82 505 108 5€3% 1
Scientific Intzivzst 492 70 565 28 518 107
Socioeconomic Status 4oy 82 548% 84 543% 87
Independence 514 39 504 121 Yaa 113
Parental Control 461 96 448 111 438 102
Positive Academic Attitude 456 90 S1h# 94 468 86
Sibling Friction 517 93 357% 97 hee# 99
Religious Activity 506 84 521 96 541% 90
Athletic Interec 518 73 S546% 80 506 79
Social Deciralility 465 85 518 % 90 539% 85
Note: Sccr-o- zre exrressed in standard score form, tean = 500, Standard bDeviatieon = 100
¥'.is mean significantly different frcem Averagce Ability Greour, © .05
_Of
>~




TABLE 7 Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Results of t-Tests for Female Average >cwwmn<u
Artistically, and Academically Talented Groups
SCALE GROUP
Average Artistically Academicalill
Ablility Talented’ Talented
: (N=144) - (N=T74) (H=135)

liaternal Warmth ) h72 87 506 % 75 b7g 81
Social Leadership 25 65 , b7 87 498 o
Academic Achlevement 374 74 521°% Q8 615 % 57
Parental Control 514 95 500 87 482% ¢=
Cultural-Literary Interests 489 85 Sl 84 578% G
Scilentific-Artistic Interest 512 79 561 #% P 570 % 83
Socioeconomic Status 450 91 515+ b £Q5 % G &
Expression of iWegative Emotions 504 78 501 79 493 78
Athletic Participation 472 79 hygs el 433% 8¢
Conformity to Female Role 505 76 526 103 506 S6
Maladjustment 524 75 sy« 83 438% i05
Popularity with Opposite Sex . 452 78 i7% 120 yu3 102
Positive Academic Attitude 527 70 516 88 501% 76
Paddy's Girl 482 74 510% 80 486 78
Social laturity 505 72 512 75 501 65
Note: Scores are expressed in standard score form, lean = 500, Standard Deviation = 100
¥nis mean significantly different from Average Ability Group, < .05.

2
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For females similar results were observed. Out of 30 possible compari-

sons, 19 were significant. The significant comparisons unique to the
artistic group were on the three scales labeled laternal Warmth, Popularity
With Opposite Sex, and Daddy's Girl. The means for the artistic group were
significantly higher on Maternal Warmth and Daddy's Girl and lower on
Popularity With Opposite Sex. For the academic group and uniquely signifi- i
cant scales were Parental Control and Positive Academic Attitude. The means

on both of these scales were lower for the academic ~roup than for the :
average ability group. Significant comparisons common to the two talented
groups occurred on scven scales. These scales were Social Leadership,
Academic Achievement, Cu’tural-Literary Interests, Scientific-Artistic
Interests, Socloeconomic Status, Athletic Participation, and ialadjustment.
All means were significantly higher for the talented groups except the mean
on Athletic Participation and Maladjustment.

These results are interpreted «o indicating that the two groups of
talented students definitely wvidence devilopmentally different life histories
from their less talented pe-rs.

. One remarkable outcume ci the . analyses at least as far as the evaluators
were concerned, was the finding of a farily consistent clustering topether
of the Artistically, and Academically Talented rroups with recard to past
experiences. Logically academically and artictically talented individuals
might be expected to form unique proups and perhaps it stereotypes, but

3

identify such Iairly homogeneous

-2

to find that the selection committees coul:

groups from 3113 students cca'iere! 1.roughout a siate seemed remarkable.

t
.
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The fact that certain stereotypes did hold was of interest. Academic
groups did characterize themselves as being more intellectual, and introverted.

The finding that the artistic groups tended to report less positive intellec- .
tual and academic experience is not surprising as high scholarship criteria
were not held for them by the selection committees. Interest patterns also
held with English students interested in cultural ard literary pursuits,
Science students in science, and Art students in artistic activities. These
associations were macsnified when the two groups of pifted students were
compared with students of a middle ~hiIlity high school tract. These data
reflect positively on the content or curricular validity of the biographical
inventory employed in this study.

One result noted as being unexpected was the finding that for males two
of the Academic groups had lower scores on the Positive Academic Attitude
scale than the artistic cluster of Art, Drama and usic. The same result
was also found for females wnen the academically talented were contrasted
! with the Average Ability group. It was sugpested that perhaps certain gifted
students are not bcing ch.ller ' and are thereby "turned o:f" to school.
They continue to perform w:il, but ire motivated by self-interest and a
desire to . ahead on tr :ir ~ul.

=

In general it was found that *'fferentially gifted eroups can be dis-

criminated through the application of a Liorraphical inventory. Differences
are strongly magnified whren contrasts are mage butween the gifted and

average ability group. There ave Iw-lications for selection in this finding.
In addition counselor: should ii.c amo.s, the scale ifferences worthwhile

to explore with these group- of relatively unique stuients. Tinally, curricu-

lum plann-rs and cvaluators micht #lre find t.e life experience data help-

ful in {ocuslr. uctivities and proysrar s whi-a the gifted would find relevant.

ERIC 42
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CHAPTER b
PROCESS EVALUATION

It was noted in Chapter 3 that a significant input into any educa-
tional program or system is the instructional philosophy of the teachers. 3
How that philosophy becomes operationalized in the 3HP gifted classrooms
is the concern of this chapter. The intent of the data collected,
analyzed and reported in the namc of process evaluation was to describe
and monitor various elements of the in-classroom operation. Toward this

end data from two major sources were gathered. The Classroom Activities

Questionnaire (Steele, House and Kerins, 1271) was administered twice

during the program. The first time approximately two weeks into the program
and the second administration at approximately the six week mark. In
addition tapes of classroom sessions were made by a sample of teachers

and an interaction analysis was made using Ober's (1370) Reciprocal

Category System. There volunteered audio-tanc sam les bein athered at
& : : g8

about the mid-point in the progra..

-~ —— - - . - - -~ -
-y - S s JUR PP
P A O o e O =T . - > -

Following the CAQ taken from the writings

of Steele, House and Kerins (1571)
t

"The Class Activities Questionnaire (CAD)
is a 25 item instrument administered to
both sStudents and teazhers. 1t asks
students to agjeee or dicagrec on a four
point scale to statements describing
general kinds of activitiss which charac-
terize thelr Jla.s. Thic. astivities
imply; either level:® of tuinking of affec-
tive classroom conditionz. Toca i~m
is paired with anotunc» i{.°n to compose
a factory s.xtcen ‘ac. ~a yield a
revoaling profle

f)l‘
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of the class. (Five factors are represented

by single items. Onec factor, "Teacher Talk"

is reported separately as iwell as being used as

a component of the "Lecture' factor.) 1In addition,
subscores are derived by clustering factors into
the four dimensions of Lower Theoupht rocesses,
Higher Thought Procecsses, Classroom Focus, and
Classroom Climate. The cognitive dimensions of
Lower and Higher Thought Processes reproscent a
dichotomy strongly supported in validation studics
of Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objcctives
(Bloom, et. al. 1956). The Classroom Focus
dimension assesses whether the focus is on the
teacher as information-giver with students having
a passive role, or on ithe students being given

an active role in the class. The Classroom Climate
dimension sssesses attltudes and feelings, such

as how relaxed and open tue clacs is and the amount
of invcelvement of students in class activities™.
(p. 450)

A further descripticn of the majo} clements of the CAG 1s presented
in Table 18 .

Results of the Yirst and Second administration of the CAQ are summarized
in Tables 19,20 & 21 respectively. With regacd to Table 19a pemarkable trend
is evident. Considerable uniror..it, ‘n Te»liugs about the GHP classrooms is
apparent in the student ratings. Given that there are sixteen scales and
eight groups this similority i Lnevpectcd. Rated quite favorably were the

facts that ideas were valucd over "TuSs, that ceachers were tolerant and

encouraging of nany soluti~ns to pr blems, and that students were excited and

involved in classroom act®..ti~,. “tudents tended to strongly disagree with
Statements vhich rharact> ized the stude.. - as not erjoying the ideas studied
in class, that tests werc stresse.. ind that the recall and recognition of

information was emphasized.

The same trends at about ths same relative level of strength are evident
in the results of the scrond :dmjn':*rq";w (Ta'le 2y ). The, means that were
high the first {ime also tended fo =7 the second time--likewise for the

low means.




Summary of Labels and Descriptions of the Four

Major Dimensions and Sixteen Factors of the Classroom
Activities Questionnaire (after Steele, House, and Kerins, 1971)

DTMENGIOND

I. LOWER
T UGHT

PROCESSES

FACTORS

Memory:

Translation:

Interpretatior:

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS

Activities calling for recall or
recognition of information presen-
ted.

Activities calling for paraphrasing
or expressing information in a
different symbolic form.

Activities calling for recognition
of relationships and seelng implica-
tions of information.

IT. HIGHER

THOUGHT

PROCESSES

ITI. CLASSROOL

FOCUS

IV. CLASSROOM

CLIMATE

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

Application:

Analysis:

Synthesis:

Evaluation:

Enthusizsm:
Independe.ce:
Divecgence:
Humor-:

Tdeas:

No Enjoyment:

Activities calling for selection of
appropriate methods and performance
of operations required by problem
situations.

Activities calling for recognition
of the structure of material,
including the conditions that
affect the way it fits together.
Activities calling for the genera-
ti.n of new ideas and solutions.
Luotivities calling for development
and gpplication of a set of stan-
dards for judging worth.

Student opgortunity for and involve-
ment in clqss discussion.

Hich pressure to produce teacher
salected unswers for a grade.
Teazher role is informationgiver
with a pacsive, listening role
for stydents.

'nt exeitement and involvement
in class activities.

Tclergnce for and encouragement

o® student initiative.

Tolerance for and encouragement of
1y oclutione to problems.
Allowance fcr joking and laughter
in the classroom

Tk - ex*eut to which ideas studied
arc valued over grades.

The nstent to which students do not
enjos the ideas studied in class.
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TASLL 19 .
Summary of Siiteen Factor ieans® from First Administration
of Classroom Activities Questionnaire tc Eight Groups of Differentially Giftec Students

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

Foreign Sccisl
Art ot Drama Inglish Language Math Mus.lc Science Sclence
FACTOR Azmuxwuzeuw Azmumqozeuwv Azmnmm,zeuzv Azmuwwozeuwv Azmumouzauxv A:mumq,zgumu Azwnmmugﬁuwv Azwnmmuzﬂuw
1. Memory 3.27 2.67 3.42 2.u45 3.08 2.72 3.33 3.73
2. Translation 2.91 2.26 2.18 2.00 2.33 2.53 2.30 . 2.2%
3. Interpretation 2.27 2.06 1.u8 2.29 1.93 2.09 1.88 1.5
4. Application 1.97 1.35 2.32 2.158 2.10 1.88 1.84 1.8k
5. Analysis . 2.54 2.40 1.89 2.95 1.48 2.55 1.66 1.07
6. Synthesis 1.22 1.10 2.07 1.94 1.8 1.55% 1.59 1.
7. Evaluation 2.49 2.47 2.15 2.89 2.65 2.76 2,56 z.2
8. biscussion 2.86 2.61 2.52 2.91 2.75 2.71 2.0 2.52
9. Test Stress 3.55 3.57 5.76 3.31 3.57 3.3¢ 2.52 3..
10. No Liecture 1.31 1.73 1.9¢ 2.87 2.50 2.35 1.55% PR
11. Enthusiasm 1.51 1.07 1.u43 2.06 1.95 1.79 1.51 .
12. Indepencence 1,44 1.56 1.38 1.87 1.% 1.57 1.13 lies
13. Divergence 1.76 1.78 . 1.83 2.42 1.85 2.15 1.76 S
14, Humor 3.49 3.78 3.60 3.29 2.90 3.15 .65 3.7
15. Ideas 1.12 1.00 1,06 1.26 1.25 1.19 1.08 1,12
15. No Enjoyment 3.54 3.78 3.68 3.26 3.45 3.34 3.85 3.0
“Based on four point scale 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, ctc. The lower the mean the greater the emphasis
ﬁwzmn Number of Students, ZHH Mumber of Teachers ;
Note: See Table for a description of the [actors
’
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TABLE 20 se

Summary of Sixteen Factor Means® from Seccnd Administration
of Classroom Activities Questionnaire to Eight Groups of Differentially Gifred Students

Foreign Socia ) ”,o
Art Drama English Language Math Music . Science mowm:ow %
FACTCR Azm.wm,zuuwvw» Azmumq,zeHJVAzmnmc,zeucv Azmnww,zean Azmnmm,zeva Azmnmw,zeumv Azmumm,zeumv Azmucm,zenwv.
1. Memory 3.31 2.93 3.48 2.76 3.11 2.87 3.50 3.53
2. Translation 2.35 2.383 2.24 2.31 2.583 2.50 2.48 2.30
3. Interpretation 1.77 1.95 1.52 2.54 1.88 2.03 1.68 1.L8
4. Application 1.72 1.47 1.96 2.61 2.24 1.86 1.63 .29 )
5. Analysis 2.08 2.35 1.85 2.74 1.49 . 2.39 2.75 1.69 @
6. Synthesis 1.21 1.39 1.83 2.19 1.87 1.55 1.65 1.73
7. Evaluation 2.03 2.49 2.12 2.94 2.75 2.63 2.57 2.03
8. Discussion 2.55 2.46 2.56 2.89 2.72 2.67 2.57 2.47
9. Test Stress 3.28 3.55 3.65 3.34 3.50 3.36 3.51 3.55
10. No Lecture 1.31 1.54 1.84 3.00 2.30 2.15 1.32 +.69 z
11. Enthusiasn 1.46 1.38 1.47 2.42 2.16 1.93 1.49 1.37
12. Independence 1.38 1.74 1.44 2.13 1.43 - 1.54 1.13 1.32
13. Divergence 1.69 1.81 1.66 2.50 1.82 2.05 1.85 1.67
14, Humor 3.51 3.70 3.71 3.10 3.15 3.432 3.89 3.82
15. Ideas 1.23 1.22 1.11 1.32 1.27 1.27 1.11 1.18
16. No Enjoyment 3.61 3.78 3.58 2.94 3.27 3.31 3.55 3.57
“**Based on four point scale 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, etc. The lower the mean the greater the emphasis.
mwzmu Number of Stulents, z%u Number of Teachers
Wwote: Se: Takle fer a ¢ reription of the Factors.
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TARLIS 21 ’ 4
Summary of Four iajor Dimension l!eans® from Pirst and Seccond Administrations -

of Classrocm Activities Questionnalre to Fight Groups of Differentially Gifted Studenta Ny
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Description of GHP Instructional Climate: Results from Interaction Analysis

A sample of 12 audio tapes was collected from the teachers. One tape
was found to be unusable. Two lessons from another teacher were used. The
tapes represented '"typical' classroom teaching-learning situations. A
variety of areas were represcnted. Analysis of the tapes was accomplished
through the application of Ober's (1970) Reciproéal Category System by ;
Dr. Evan Powell cf the University of Georgia. See Iigure 1 for a descrip-
tion of the system. The RCS is a means for mecasuring the verbal dimensions
of a classroom sctting. It consists of nine verbal categories, each of
which can be assigned to eithcr teacher or student talk, and a single cate-
gory for silence or cdﬁfuqion. Talleys for a category are made every threce
secénds.

The Indices. WM/CL is an index of tie amount of warming done by the
teacher, divided by the amount of ccoling plus warming. This strange ;
division yields an index (rather thun a ratio) with a range of from zero
to on (0. to 1.). A zero indicates that either “liere was no warming or no
warming and no cooling. /n ixdex of .5 tells us that the amount of warming
and cooling was equal. Indices over .5 tcll us that there was morc warming
than cooling; under .5 tell us that the teacher cooled more than she warmed.

uat vhere there was w.eming, there was no cooling.

.

An index of 1. tells us ¢t

The other indices, presented velev  follow thie came lorsic. You may note

that an index can be regarded as th. percentage the first behavior was of

both behaviors; Wi{/CL of .55 m-an. taut warming was (5% of warming and cooling.
AC/CR is an index comparing accepting with correcting. Teachers with an

AC/CR of over .5 are accep*in; m~r¢ tin they arc corrccting; those under .5

correct more than they accept.

60 N

ERIC '

‘ .
T \ ) 1
1 . - - .




Category Nuinbe
N 1
Assigned to Party |

Description of Veibal Behavior

Category Number )
Assigned to Parey 2

10

“WARMS” (INFORMALIZES) THE CLIMATE Tenas to open up and/or climinate
the tension of the situasion; praises or encourages the action, behavior, comments,
ideas, and/or contributions of another; jokes that reicase tension aot at the expense
of others; accepts and clarifies the feeling tone of unother in 2 friendly manner
(feelings may be positive or negative; predicting or recalling the feelings of another
are included).

ACCEPTS: Accepts the action, behavier, comments, ideas, andfor contributions of
another; positive reinforcement of these.

AMPLIFIES THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF ANOTHER. Asks for clarification of,
builds on, and/or devclops the action, behavior, comments, ideas and/or contribu-
tions of another.

ELICITS: Asks a question or requests information about the content subject, or
procedure being considered with the intent that another should answer {(respond).

RESPONDS: Gives dircctanswer or responsce to questions or requests for information
that are initiated by another; includes answers to onc's own questions,

INITIATES: Presents facts, inforination, and/or opinion concerning the content,
subject, or procedures being considered that are sclf-initiated; expresses onc’s own
ideas; lectures {includes rhetorical questions -- not intended to be answered).

DIRECTS: Gives dircctions, instructions, order, and/or assignments to which
another is expected to comply.

CORRECTS: Tells wnother that his atswer or behavior is inappropriate or incorrect,
Y

“COOLS” (FORMALIZES) THE CLIMATE: Makes statements mitended to modify
the behavior of another from an inaspropriate to an appropriate pattern; may tend
to create a certain amount of tensicn (i.c., Lavding out someone, excercising authority
in order to gain or maiuirin control of the situstion, rejecting or criticizing the
opinion or judgement of ancther).

SILENCE OR CONFUSION: Pavses, short periods of silence, and periods of
confusion in which commurication caunot e undeistood by the observer,

lC:Atcgory numbers assigned o Teacher Talk whea used i Classroom situation.

2Catcgory numbers assigned to Student Talk when used in classroom situation.

11.

13

|

Figurey -- Summary of Catcpories for the Reciprocal Catevor System,
gurey Y B p gory Sy
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CL/IN T represents whether a teacher Elicits more than she INforms.

If you feel that a teacher shou.. inform more than she elicits, then an
index under .5 is satisfactory; however, if you feel a teacher should elicit
more than she informs, an index on EL/IN T should be over .S5.

AC/RJ is an index representing Accepting behaviors compared to ReJec-
ting behaviors of the teacher. Over .5 is accepting, under .5 is rejecting.

T/S TK represents Teacher vs. Student Talk. Over .5 represents that
the teacher talked more than did all of the pupils. In most classrooms,
teachers talk two-thirds of the time that talking takes place.

T/S INF represents whether the Teacher or Student is the source of
INFormation. Over .5 means that Teachers provide more information <han do
the Students.

T/S Q describes the frequency of Teacher and Student Questions. As

above, over .5 means that students ask fewer questious than the teacher.

AF/CG represents Affective versus CoGnitive behaviors of the teacher,

dealing with positive affect only. Over .5 means that teachers reinforced

more than they gave information.

Results

A summary of the TCS categories by teacher is presented in Table 22,
This table of matrix totals, expressed in percents, is a summary of the
behaviors of the teachers and pupils; roughly, the totals represent the
amount of time spent, or the incidence, of the behaviors listed in Table 1.
The mean at the bottom reveals that the maio: activity was teacher initiation
(Caéegory 6), then, teacher questions Catepory h). The total in category
10 represents silence, confusion, and is, in addition, coded every time one
student stops talling and another starts. Analysis of the category 10 per-
centage by individual teachers indicated u high derree of student-to-student talk.

67
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TABLE 22 Summary of Percentages of Time Teachers Exhibited Categories of Ober's Reciprocal Category System®
MMMMMMMwu R C S Categories
M cation Teachers ‘ Students
1 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 lu 15 16 17 18 1%
w 1 .8 7.3 L,8 7.1 .5 4.9 .5 0. 0. 17.5 .8 2.2 1.0 1.8 6.0 u4.9 C. 0. 0.
2 0. 2.1 1.2 L.5 2.6 29.8 2.0 1.6 .3 5.0 0. 1.0 .1 3.5 5.1 41.2 0. 0. 0.
3 .7 .9 - 3.0 0. .9 2.1 .2 0. 16.5 4.1 2.4 3.9 1.5 1.9 ¢©l.4 0. 0. 0.
L 0. 2.4 4.6 L,7 .5 21.4 .7 .2 0. 5.3 0. 1.6 3.5 .7 15.7 33.7 0. 0. 0.
5A .3 4.5 4.5 15.6 .3 5.3 .3 0. C. 25.9 0. .8 .3 .3 13.4 28.7 0. 0. G.
. 5B .7 2.4 5.1 12.4 0. .7 .2 .2 0. 20.4 .2 o .7 2.7 8.7 uu.u 0. 0. .2
V 6 0. .7 .7 5.7 0. l.4 .5 2 0. 24,0 .3 2.7 2.7 4.6 L.6 Uu48.3 0. 3.6 0. S
8 .5 u.6 1.6 10.0 3.4 56.6 .5 .7 0. 8.7 .2 .2 .2 h.3 5.2 3.4 0. 0. 0.
‘ g .3 3.1 1.7 .7 l.4 7.7 0. .2 0. 13.3 .2 .3 2.4 5.9 2.4 53.3 0. 2.8 0.
V 10 0. L,y l.4 9.2 0. l.4 1.0 0. 0. 23.7 O. 2.6 6.6 3.4 7.8 33.1 .2 L.8 .6
11 .6 4.7 6.0 3.3 1.6 6.8 .2 .6 LU 11.5 b 1.4 5.1 2.1 6.8 37.7 0. 4.9 0.
X 12 0. 6.3 1.5 11.3 aN.m 8.8 1.0 . 8 AL 8.8 0. .6 1.1 b.1 2.1 37.0 C. 3.7 0.
MEAN .3 3.6 2.8 8.1 1.1 12.1 .7 b 1 15.0 .5 l.4 2.3 2.9 6.6 39.3 .0 1.6 1
)
#*See Figure 1 for description of categories.
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There are some marked differences between these teachers; apparently
the sampling procedure, which included one class period for each teacher,
was insufficient, or, more likely, there were some large differences in the
role perceptions of the teachers in the Honors Program. A good example is
Teacher 8, who lectured for 56.6% of the period, in contrast to Teacher 3
who lectured less than one percent, and had 61.4% student initiation. In
contrast with ordinary "good" practice in public schools, there was very
much more student initiation than normal. Usually, most student talk falls
into category 15, and virtually none appears in category 16, and in suppor-
tive statemerts such as 11 through 13. The usual trends were not obgerved
in the present group. There is also an unusually sm 11 amount of category
6, overall, and a small amount of teacher response to student questions
which implies that the teachers do not regard themselves as the source of -
knowledge for the pupils.

Categories 1 through 3 are undev-utilized if one believes Flanders'
research which shows that the most u.eful teacher behavior in terms of stim-
ulating student learning .5 the accelLlance and extension of pupil ideas.
The Honors teachers are e.tremcly low on warmth, and quite low on categories
2 and 3, accepting and amplifying pupil ideas.

The summary presented indices, i&ble 23, reveal that all teachers were
virtually indeterminate in their UM, UL ratios: this is because they did not
deal with ctudent feelings, and did not either warm or cool the classroom
climate to a great extent to warrant use of the Wli/CL ratio. The second
column in Table 3, AC/CR, roveals that all teachers accepted more than they
are accepted, one would supposc that exceptionally ai le pupils could be
challenged and corrected mo»e than nrrmal pupils, rather than less. The

EL/IN index reveals quite a marked variation in teacher behavior; the mean
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TABLE 23 Summary of Indices Derived From Ober Reciprocal Category Analysis (After Table 22 )

Teacher
Identification
WM/CL

1 1.00
2 0.
3 1.00
4 0.
5A 1.00
58 1.00
6 0.
8 1.00
9 1l.00
10 0.
11 .60
12 0.

MEAN .55

AC/CR
1.00
.57

.82

.78
.87
.94
1.00
.89

.89

.88

EL/IN
.59
.13
.77
.18

.75

T

AC/RJ

1.00

.92

1.00

1.00

1.00

.97

.99

.99

T/S TK

.31
. ub
.10

.36

.85
22
.23

.34

.40

.34

T/S INF
.10

.42

.ol
15

.15

21

T/S
.80
.56
.67
.87

.98

.55
.70
.ulh

.73

o

.10

46

.82

.33

.08

.27

.76

.39

.36

Lul

&
PLISS—

[ ]
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of .56 demonstrates that overall, teachers elicited more than they informed;
teachers 2, 4 & 8 were very low in this regard. AC/RJ, the fourth index,
reveals that overall the teachers were non-rejecting. The fifth index, T/S
TK shows a marked variation in percentage of teacher talk. The index level
of .85 for Teacher 8 indicates that this teacher talked 85% of the time, a
finding paralleled in college lecture classes. The next index demonstrates
as well that in Teacher 8's class, the teacher was the source of information.

The T/S Q index reveals that of the questions asked, the teachers asked
most of them, except for Teacher 9. Tuis is a strange finding in a setting
where students are presumably expected to deal effectively with their own
learning in the context of other students who should be expected to question
and challenge them.

The final index (AF/CG) is an indication that the teachers were overall
cognitively oriented, although there were some exceptions; Teachers 1, 3, 5
(in her second lesson), and 10 dealt more with affect than with cognition.

The matrices of the indiviuual teaciers have been included; ideally,
each teacher should be able to :xamire th= matriz and gain a clear picture
of what in terms of the cateqories used, occurred during the class period.
Those in charge of the progeam nave cen given a number of findings which
can be compared with the go~.!s of th» program; specifically with the behav-~
ioral objectives of the teichers r€p...ding their own teaching and the pupil's
responses in the classroom setiing. One straightforward statement concerning
the teachers' behavior is that they were relatively unconcerned with feelings
of pupils. The teacner set the nori of unquestioning discussion cf cognitive

material, including long exprecsi~nc of pupil opinion.
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When the sixteen CAQ factors are examined in terms of four major dimensions
two strong trends are evident. First with only two exceptions the lower
thought processes are seen to be de-emphasized as the instruction progressed
through the summer. Memory translation and interpretation activities were
played down, and tasks requiring high cognitive abilities were emphasized. 1In
addition to the increased emphasis on the more complex and abstract thought processes
the classroom focus was seen as moving toward more student freedom and involvement.
At the end of the summer the GHP students saw their classrooms as having a
strong "student" orientation. In additlon there was a strong shift toward an

even more relaxed, comfortable, warm, flexible and supportive classroom

environment. .

Summary

It was noted in Chapter 2 that GHP teachers professed a humanistic
orientation in their classroom management philosophies. This philosophy was
seen by students as having Leen operacionalized to some extent. The classroom
was seen as being a free and open place whrre complex ideas were emphasized
and tests de-emphasized. An analysis of a non-r.presentation set of inter-
action analysis tapes indica*ed that those teachers who voluntarily submitted
tapes (11 tended not to be overly concerned with studant feelings) arnd set
tne standards for classroom (diccussion Lut did not dominate the discussion.
Teachers have a strong cognitive orientaticn. The ever present problem of how
to resolve the trade-off between copnitive and affective learning outcomes

is evident.
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CHAPTER §
PRODUCT OUTCCME EVALUATION

It was not feasible either from a financial or time standpoint to develop
content achievement measures or survey instruments, nor was it possible to iden-
tify any such standardized tests which were directly relevant to the intended
academic learning o comes of the program. A variety of methods had to be custom
made for data gathering purpéses.

The first specialized method involved gathering judgments of students
with regard to their mastery of the imstructional objectives pr=sented in Tables
1-8 in Chapter 2. 1In addition, they were asked to judse the degree to which the
GHP had directly contributed to this mastery. Th:sc judgments (ratings of each
objective on a four point scale) were gathered at approximately the four week mark
and again during the seventh week.

Another source of data dexr .ved from faculty ratings of student mastery of
program objectives.

A third source of data was derived from an application of the semantic differ-
ential technique (Osgood, Suci, and Ta~nenbaum, 1957). This technique allowed both
the faculty and students to judge the worth, strength and activity dimensions of
ten concepts judged to be relevant to the program by the evaluation staff. The
ten concepts were: Independent Study, Covernor's licnors Program, Learning, Gover-
nor's Honors Program Seminars, Acadcmically Talented Stident, Artistically Talented
Student, Teachers, Dormitory Living, Tratbook: . and .27 0-Visual Materials. The

concept of Governor's Honors Program Sem =g was dropyed {rom the analysis due to
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the failure of such seminars to be realized on a program wide basis. Semantic
differential data were gathered at approximately the one week and seven week marks
of the program.

Two additional large scale data gathering efforts were effected. These were
based on the assumption that part of the impact of the GHP would not be evident
until the students and faculty had returned to their local bases of operation.

Two follow-up surveys were undertaken, one of the former student and one of the
former staff members.

Student Judgments of Seli-lMastery of Instructional Objectives and GHP Contribution
to this HMastery

Students in each area of nomination were presented with their respective
instructional objectives and asked to judge Loth the degree to which they had mas-
tered the objective and how influencial CHP had been in contributing to this mastery.
It was assumed that changes in rat'ngc would occur as the student progressed through
the program. Two samplings were thereforc taken. Tn addition it was assumed that
if the ratings changed, relatiorchins Letween mastery and GlIP contribution would
change. Therefore correlation bhetweea tuese two elements were caiculated separateiv
for each of the two samplings. Su.maries of the means and standard deviations
and correlations by individual objeciives are presented in Appendices E &F, and it is
hoped that these ratings wlll provide ralual le input for future programs as the
instructional staff begins to plan new curricula.

A summary of a composite of tne ratings by area for the first and second
samplings is presented in Table 24, Variations bLetween groups, both for the initial
and concluling sittings is apparcnt. Given that only a four point rating scale
ratincg mus* be Interprrted as reflecting very favofably

was used the concluding

(8

on the student and the program. X7 one lcoks at the changes, again support for the
positive impact of the program is se.n. The average change in the mastery ratings
¢9




Lrliiin o du
Summary of the Means and Correlations of Student Self-Evaluation of Th-=ir
[lastery of Instructional Objectives and Program Contributions for Initial
and Concluding Composite Ratings

Correlation
: Between Mastery

GROUP N Mastery Mean Contribution Mean and Contribution .
ART (20)#%%

Concluding 38 3.35 2.83 23

Initial 4o 3.02 2.95 79

Difference +.33 -.12 -.69
DRAML (20)

Cﬁ?c}uding 26 3.29 3.22 .53

Initial 25 2.82 2.95 .19

DiTference +.47 +.27 -. 45
ENGLISH (10)

Concluding 61 3.39 3.09 62

initial 63 3.10 2.90 .49

Difference +.29 +.19 v .19
FOREIGN LANGUAGE (11)

Concluding 31 2.76 2.66 42

Initial 30 2.54 2.64 .38

Difference +.22 +.02 .0
FATH (9)

{oncluding 57 2.G4 2.59 .69

Inivial 57 2.82 2.62 .71

1 ifference +.12 -.03 -.0
1U3IT (9)

Concluding 63 3.51 3.60 .58

Initial 62 3.06 3.25 .49

Jifference +.45 +.35 .12
SCIENCE (9)

Concluding 55 3.12 2.02 .66

Initizal 55 2.92 2.18 .53

bifference ¥.20 .ol 20
COCTAL SCIENCE (11)

Concluding o) 3.43 3.05 .57

Initial 47 3.06 2.81 .50

Difference +.37 +.20 .10

#Pilforences in correlations have been adjucted for differences in sample sizes
##ljumb:er of objectives in composite inaluded in parentheses
Noto: See Tables 1-8 for list of objectives
Hotol Four point scale used, 4 = Couplete Muc‘eryv or Contribution.
* 1 = Not Mastered or No ContriLution
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was +.31. All nomination areas yielded positive changes. Again given the small
range, an increase of .31 1s of consequence. Program contribution ratings also
increased. The average change was +.14. The program was judged by the students
as having significantly contributed to thei: mastery of the instructional objec-
tives. The change in the correlations between the mastery and contribution ratings
is interesting to note. The average change was -.07 units indicating a decrease
in the relationship Letween ratings as the student progressed through the progranm.
In as much as there was a significant increase in the amount of individualization
of instruction and independent study throughout the summer, this change in corre-
lation is not unexpected. i

In summary it can be said with confidence that the students judged they had

to a significant degree mastered the CHP instructional objectives, and that the

program greatly assisted them in gaining this mastery.

FACULTY RATINGS OF STUDENT ACHIEVDMINT

As‘a final attempt to gather data related to student academic learning the
instructional staff was asked at tne crnclusicn of the program to rate each student
on the educational ohjectives of his area of specialization. The staff was asked
to judge each student's progress toward the mastery oi each of their area obiec-

tives using the students level of ability and competence (at the out-set of GdAP

1972) as a reference point. The rating uvcale used was as follows:
RATING SCALL FOR LVALULTING STUDENT PROGRNSS

Very Little Progress Toward Mastery of Ohjective

Some Progress Toward Mastery of vbjective

1

2

3. Average Progress Toward Mastery of Opjective

4. Above Average Progress Toward Masterv of Mhiective
5

Hagimum Progress Toward Mostery of Ihiective
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Average ratings for students in each area by objectives are presented in Appendix G .
A summary of these data is presented in Table 25 . Differencec between areas are
evident with an average process rating of 2.85 for Art up to 4.20 for English. In
general students were judged to have made between average and above average progress
over the summer. In only one instance was the rating slightly below average, and in
two instances it was greater than above average. The nrogram personnel and students

shonld feel reasonably content with these results.

STUDENT JUDGMENTS OF IMPOITANT PROGRAM CONCEPTS

The same concepts and methodology previously described in Chaéter 3 in con-
junction with staff input evaluation relative to semantic differential concep:s
were employed with students. The intent here, however, was focused in the impact of
the progr-r on sw-ient judgments of significant GIiP concepts. A cemantic differen-
tial was administered approximately a week into the program and then again less than
a week before it's conclusion. (See Appendix h for a copy of the Student Semantic
Differential) Results of these two admii.is.:ation. re summarized in Tables 26,
27 , and 28 .

In Table 26 containing the results for the Evaluative dimension, it can be
seen that the concepts Governor's lonors I'rogram, Learning and Dormitory Living were
judged significartly more worthwhile a. the conclusion of the program relative to
the initial ratings. Tor most students thi. was their first exposure to '"community
living", 27d it is interesting that they perceived it as a valuable experience.
That GHP and Learning also received higher ratings at the conclusioa of the pregran
speaxs well for the impact of the program.

A summary of the ratings of the nine concepts on the Putency dimension is
presented in }dble 27. Three concepts showed signi©icant changes over the eight

week period of the program. Dormitory uiviug wes jude>d 2 stronger influence, but
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TABLE 25

Summary of Instructor Ratings at Conclusion of Program of Student
Progress Toward Mastery of Instructional Objectives

GRAUP

Art

Drama

English

Foreign Language

Math

Music

Science

Social Science

)

Average Rating#¥*

2.85

3.60

4.20

b.11

3.73

Average
Standard Deviation

1.1

.55

.70

.91

.89

.67

.89

¥ Five point scale 5 = Maximum Progress

1

Very Little “rogress




TABLE 26

Summary of Evaluation Dimension Means, Standard Deviation and Correlations of
Nine Semantic Differential Concepts from lMMiddle and End of Program Administrations (N=306)

CONCEPT
Independent Study

Governor's Honors
Program

Learning

Academically
'alented Student

Artistically
Talented Student

Decrmitory
Living

Audio-Visual
Materials

Teachers

Textbooks

MIDDLE OF PROGRAM

Mean

P

23.00

23.42

23.92

22.17

22.75

2G.73

21.22
24 .10

17 .94

Standard

Deviation

.20

b.2y

4.11

4.69

4.33

4.80
4,28

5.73

END OF PROGRAM

Mean

23.38

24 ,31%

24 .50%

22.44

22.65

21.83%

20.57
23.86
17.51

Standard

Deviation

3.76

3.86

3.26

4.65

b, 42

5.43

4,96
h.uy
5.64

CORRELATIOH
BETWEEN
IAIDDLE AND

aND RATINGS

O

L3¢

[AS]

o
-

h

¥ This mean significantly higher, p <Z.05

O
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TABLE 27

Summary of Potency Dimension Means, Standard Deviation and Correlations of
Nine Semantic Differential Concepts from Middle and End of Program Administrations (N=306)

. MIDDLE OF PROGRAM END OF PROGRAM CORRELATION
BETWEEN
N tandard Standard NIDDLE ANT
I CONCEPT Mean Deviation Mean Deviation END RATINGS
¥
f
_ 1. Independent Study 19.29 3.91 19.80 4.31 .37
|
. 2. Governor's Honors
! Program 20.98 3.93 20.53 4.16 i3
g 3. Learning 21.72 4.15 21.52 4.15 .3¢C
s
, h. Academically
Talented Student 19.82 4.49 19.77 b.5% .39
5. Artistically
! Talented Student ©19.20 4.21 1¢.17 4 .€5 .50
) 6. Dormitory
3 Living 17. 84 §.28 16.(8% 4.53 .16
j 7. Audio-Visual
Materials 17.67% 4.35 17.06 4.50 .28
wwm 8. Teachers 20.16 3.99 19.95 1.63 .10
! 9. Textbooks 18.14% 5.09 16.96 5.25 1k

T4

J ¥ This mean significantly higher, p <. .05

i
%

IC
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TABLE 28

Summary of Activity Dimension Means, Standard Deviation and Correlations, of

Nine Semantic Differential Concepts from Middle and End of Program Administrations {N=30¢

CONCEPT

i

m 1. Independent Study

g 2. Governor's Honors
Ty Program

X 3. Learning

4, Academically
Iy Talented Student

5. Artistically Talented
Student

6. Dormitory
Living

7. Audio-Visuzl
Materials

8. Teachers

9. Textbooks

MIDDLE OF PROGRAM

Mean

21.27

.

22.72

22.92

23.0¢

22.32

18.47

19.61
23.01
15.86

Standard

Deviation

4,78

5.46
4.80
6.16

END OF PROGRAM

21.60

23.78%
23.52

23.04

22.44

20.36%

18.83
23.01

15.95

Standard
Deviation

5.82

L.,28

4,49

4

\D
O

.v.m:

5.40
L.oh

6.02

CCRRELATIC
BETWEEN

NIDDLE AND
END RATINGS

w
-]

.53
42
.26
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¥ This mean significantly higher, p<..05
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Audio-Visual Materials and Textbooks as less. Little emphasis is placed on formal
texthooks in the program and this fact might account for the lower ratings at the

end of the program. The importance of the dormitory living experience is again
underscore%;—jggsﬁfgziiggi)g{\Audio-Visual Materials may have implications for future
prograns . l
The concept ratings presented in Table 28 for the Activity dimension again
confirm the perceived significance of CHP aund Dormitory Living.
It is apparent from the application of the semantic differential that the

concepts of Dormitory Living and Covernor's Honors Program reflected the greatest

amount change in the meanings ascribed to them by students.

Convergence of Staff and Student Semantic Differential katings

An evaluation question of secondary importance related to the degree to which
ratings of the nine central concepts on the semantic differentials for the instruc-
tional staff and students converged. It will be remembered that approximately a
week and half into the program a semantic differential was administered to both the
instructional staff and students. Approximately threce days before the close of t:e

program a second administration of the student semantic differential was accomplished.

Convergence bo :ween the ratingsc would be indicated by an Increase in the correlation

Hhniare, A

hetween staff and student orderings of the concepts on the basis of mean ratings.

Sparman Rank Order Correlations were therefore calculated with the following results:

Evaluation Activity Potency
Divin, i Dimension Dimension
<
Staff with Initias Student
Orderings of liine Cencepts .84 .83 ) .87
- Staff with Tinal Studernt
Crderings of Nine Concepts .43 .95 .79
i In two of three instances the corv:l:itisns increared. These data are interpreted as
iT supporting the conclusion ti.a%t there is a convergence «f the meanings assigned to

O

ERIC d
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central program concepts between staff and students as & result of an intense eight

week instructional program.

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEYS

In an effort to secure data and information directed toward the specification
of recommendations for GHP revision, modification and/or expansion an extensive
survey was mounted. Four target populations were involved. They were (1) current
GHP staff, (2) former GHP staff, (3) current GHP student participants, and (4) for-
mer GHP participants. A single questionnaire was developed for the present and
past instructional staff groups (See Appendix I for a copy of the Governor's Honors
Program Instructor Follow-Up Questionnairz). A separate inventory was constructed

for the current GHP students and for the formcr attendees (See Appendices J , and

K for a copy of these gquestionnaires).

GHP Evaluation EX_Current and Former Staff Personnel

The staff questionnaire contained, in addition to twenty item rating scales
covering a variety of aspects of the program, requests for suggested changes. Re-

sponses were available from 29 of the current staff ard 36 former members. It

should be noted, however, that some 13 members of thle current group were also repeaters.

Some bias in the sample of former staff members is noted as originally invitations
w-.re sent to approximately 215 previcus staff members to participate in the survey,
but only 36 usable returns were received. A summary of the means for the twenty
rating items (Questions 3-22) for the two staff proups is presented in Table 29

The suggested changes derived from open-enced questions have been incorpoiated into
the recommendations of Chapter 6. The data ¢f Table 29 reflect at least %wo major
trends. TFirst the ratings (on a five point scale) are relatively high, and second
the current and former staff members rated the items at a similar level. Considering

Loth groups tcrether it can be scen that judged of particular value were (1) overall

"8
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TABLE 29
! Average Ratings¥ of 1972 GHP and
Former Staff Personnel on End-of-Program Questionnaire

Former
1972 Staff
(N=29)  (N=36)

Question Mean Mean
3. Value of overall cbjective of program b.37 bh.27
b, Accomplishment of personal instructional
objectives 3.89 3.88
5. Suitability of student selection method 3.39 3.21
6. Suitability of instructional methods .12 4.03
7. Influence on local situation 3.65 3.64
8. Program on making positive change in stuant
attitude .21 4,03
9. Suitability of facilities and equipment .46 3.50
10. Influence of facilities and equipment on
teaching 3.73 3.81
11. Influence of program on personal instructional. )
methods 3.79 3.81
12. Ability to maintain ideal clas:room atmosphere .08 b.ol
13. Influence of GHP on local subject matter 3.85 3.63
3 14. Influence of GHP on 1l.c.l ir. tru~%ion. 1 methods 3.81 3.76
z 15. Effectiveness of GHP administration 3.79 3.66
16. Effectiveness of organization 3.75 3.94
17. Change of instruction t~ward pcritive attitude q
of gifted ‘ 4.19  4.17
18. Usefulness of special events b.o4 4.08
’ 19. Usefulness of seninars 3.27 3.41 {
20. Opportunity for student-s‘udent inteiaction 4.50 .53
21. Opportunity for student-instructor interac .on b4.19 4.50
22. Student perception of overa.” wvalu~ of CGHF 3.96 4.03
¥l = Extremely poor, . . . 5 = Excellent

7Q




value of the program, (2) opportunity for student-student and instructor-student

interaction, and (3) change in attitude toward more positive acceptance of the J
|

gifted. HModerately rated were the influences of GHP on regular school year and

local instructional curricula and methodology. The relatively low rated items were

(1) usefulness of seminars, and (2) suitability of student selection method.

GHP Evaluation by Current Siudent Participants

The questionnaire for current student participants is similar in content and ;

construction to the staff questionnaire. Approximately three days before the close

of the program this questionnaire was administered to all students. In addition

to the 15 general questions to be rated (See Table 20) a set of eleven questions
requested students to make comparisons between ClP and their regular schools (See

Table 31). Looking first at Table 30, similarities between the staff ratings and
student judgments are evident. The opportunity for student interaction, movement

toward more positive attitude toward learning and general overall value of GHP

(Question 12) were highly rated. Lower on the scale were usefulness of seminars

and appropriateness of administration. Guitability of selection method was

moderately evaluated.

vhen asked to make comparison between GHP experiences and opporiunities and
those available in their regular school cettings, GU' came out the winner in nine
out of eleven instances. The relevant data are presented in Table 31 .

Ir. addition to the data just summarized a random sample of 50 student
questicnnaire was selected for a content analysis of the free-response questions.

The resulting data were used as inputs for the recommendations descri..d in Chapter 6.

GHP Evalugﬁigg_gx_Former Students

Mailing lists for the GiiP grcups of 1964 'hroush 1971 were secured and

postcard invitations sent Lo request participavion in 1 follow-up survey. Out of

80
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TABLF, 30

H Summary of Ratings¥* to Questions 1-15 of Governor's
Honors Program Participant End of Program Questionnaire 1972 Group

[T—

Standard
QUESTIONS Mean Rating Deviation
i 1. Suitability of selection method 3.51 o .90
i 2. Suitability of instructional method .01 .81
; 3. Appropriateness of administration 2.97 1.07
i' 4. “Appropriateness of organization 3.65 .87
- 5. Contribution of GHP toward po<itive
i attitude toward learning .18 .96
i' 6. Helprulness of counseling program 3.84 1.05
;A 7 Effectiveness of physiqal education
program 3.56 1.21
? 8. Usefulness of seminars 2.85 1.19
) 9. Usefulness of special events 3.75 1.09 i
ip 10. Opportunity for student interaction . u6 .79
.- 11. Opportunity for interacticn with teachers 3.96 .94
g- 12. Degree to which GHP met your immediairc
educational needs .13 .91
i, 13. Agreement of program #-1 pev. nal goal:c 3.89 .84
14. Extent of self-roported mertery of
objectives 3.70 .13
15. Program contribution to maste. ) 3.79 .85
¥ Five point rating scale used: 5 = Fxcellent, 4 = Above Lverage,
- = Acceptable, 2 = Below Averze , 1 = lxtremely Poor
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Summary of Responses to Comparative Questions (16-26)
of Governor's Honors Program Participant End-of-Program Quectionnaire
G. H. P. ¢ REGULAR SCHOOL NO DIFFERENCE
YES Responses#¥ YES Responses¥® YES Responses
Question Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Freguency Percent
16. Which holds the student .
more responsible for work? 89 23 250 66 34 g
17. In which do students try
out their own ideas more? 346 91 17 Y 9 >
18. In which is more time
wasted? 29 8 256 68 85 22
19. Which has the more help-
ful counseling program? 254 67 37 10 82 22
20. Which is more effectively
organized? 232 61 yy 12 95 25
21. Which has the more o~
effective administration? 159 b2 86 23 127 33 @
22. Which physical education
program offers more worth-
while activities? 282 - T4 34 9 56 15
23. Which provides more master
teachers with the highest
ability to teach? 333 87 11 3 30 8
24. Which provides a greater
opportunity for close
contact with teachers? 256 67 45 12 72 19
25. Which provides a greater
opportunity for close
contact with students? 300 79 22 6 51 12
26. Which shcows greater concern
for students and thelr
problems? 231 61 27 7 108 28
¥Percents do not sum to 10C due to incomplete daiva for . e guosiions. Gmm
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an initial mailing of approximately 3100 cards, positive responses were
received from approximately 1300. Due to time and financial constraints
it was decided that only 500 questionnaires could be mailed and processed.
A random sample of 500 was therefore selected from the approximately i300
which said they would fill out a questionnaire. In addition a random
sample of 50 was selected from the 500 for content analysis of the open-

ended questions for recommendations. Unfortunately, only 310 usable

questionnaires were returned. These were nevertheless analyzed both for the

recommendations they might contain as well as the ratings of a number of

| TRy

questions statements. It should le noted, however, that this approximately

60% return represents a biased sample of respondents. Unfortunately, it

i sl d

is biased to an unknown degree. The recommendations denied from the ques-

ity 4

tionnaires are summarized in Chapter 6. Ratings for questions 4-23 of the

Follow~Up Questionnaire are summarized in Table 32. These data are diffi-

Yob hnnd

cult to interpret not only because of the possible bias in the sample, but
also because of the similarity in the average rating for each of the 20

. questions. There is only a span of 1.3 points between the highest and
lowest rated items. Tle variability for a giver item however,is relatively
large giving the impression of differences of opinion on any given question.
Interpretation by looking at relative rankings ol the statements is perhaps
the most reasonable approach. Relat.lvely lowly rated were questions coﬁ—
cerning (1) the influence of the C.I' on vocational coice and (2) helpful-
ness of the counseling progr2m. lHighly rated were statements related to
(1) opportunities for students interacting with other students, and (2)

the value of the progiam in terms of fulfilling their immediate needs at

the time they attended the program.

Q £3
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TASLE 32

Summary of Ratings® to Onestions 4-23 of

Governor's Honors Program Participant Follow~Up Questionnaire

10.

11.

12.

13.

1y,

15,

16.

QUESTIONS

Degree to which program was
beneficial in subsequent
academic course selection

Degree to which program in-
fluenced decision to attend
college

Degree to which program was

beneficial in helping choose
a college major if attended

college

Degree to which program was
beneficial in vocational choice

Suitability of selection methods
Suitability of Instructional methods

Appropriateress of program adminis-
tration

Influence program had on your
ability to make contributions to
or initiate changes in your local
school program

Contributions program made tow=rd a
positive change in your attitude
+toward learning.

Helpfulness of counsellui; progra-
Effectiveness of the physical
education program in tcaching you
games or other recreational
activities which you did not have
the opportunity to learn in your
high school

Usefulness of the seminars

Usefulness of special events

84

Mean Rating

3.87

3.68

3.58

3.28

3.70

4.23

3.46

3.29

4,31

3.25

3.65

3.44

4.34

Standard Deviation

.98

1.19

1.24

1.19

1.086

.9u

1.05

1.30

.97

1.22

1.22

1.28

.89

.



| TABLE 32 (Cont'd)

.

Summary of Ratings® to Questions 4-23 of
Governor's Honors Program Participant Follow-Up Questionnaire

QUESTIONS Mean PRating Standard Deviation

17. Opportunity for student
interaction 4.55 .80

[EVSO—

1€. Opportunity for interaction
with teachers 3.99 .99

' 19. Overall rating of program in
fulfilling then immediate needls 4.50 .89

20, Overall rating of programs in
fulfilling ultimate goals 4.13 .97

21. Degree to which program objec-
tives were in agreement with
personal objectives 4,06 .92

22. Extent to which you mastered
the objectives of the program 3..0 .94

23. Lxtent to which program
contributed to your mastery
i of the program objectives 3.89 .97

i *Five point rating scale used: 5 = Lxcellent, 4 = Alove Average, 3 = Acceptable,
{ 2 = Below Average, 1 = Extremely Poor.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this final chapter a brief summary of the conclusions derived
from data gathered duping the Summer of 1972 will be presented. 1In
addition recommendations touching on all aspects of the GHP will be
presented. These recommendations are based for the most part on samples
of staff and student suggestions derived from their free-responses to

open-ended inquiries contained in follow-up questionnaires.

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions are judged to be warranted by the GHP
Evaluation Staff.

(1) The general objectives of the GhP show a high degree of
congruence with the intents of students attending the program.

(2) The GHP staff is a highly motivated and for the most part
highly qualified and experienced group of professionals. The
ratio of males to females is about two to one.

(3) The instructional staff reflects a.highly humanistic ofientation
situation, and have general philosophies which experts would
consider to have the greatest potential in fostering creative
abilities

(4) The "average' 1972 GHP student is .l.ust seventecn years old,
possesses an excellent academic and test performance record,
comes from a moderately large intact family where the middle-
uged parents are very well edﬁcated. It might be suggested that

many of the studentc in attendaince might be characterized as

86
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(5)

(6)

(7)

being High Achievers, in addition or rather than gifted or
talented.

A number of personality characteristics were found - > differen-
tiate members of the eight nomination groups. Math and Science
groups were found to be more reserved, detached, and critical.
Drama and Social Science groups were found to be more assertive.
Art and Foreign Language groups described themselves as more
dependent and sensitive. Science students saw themselves as
experimenting. Social Science participants scored higher on
measures of shrcwdness and analytical orientation. Many differ-
ences were also noted when the combined Artistic groups (Art,
Drama, and Music) were contrasted with the Academic groups
(Foreign Language, English, Math, Science and Social Science).
Results indicated that Social Science, Art and Science groups
reflected significantly great creative personalities.

Life history data were found to discriminate among some of the
gifted student groups. For males it was found that the students
tended to character.ze the'r own backgrounds as follows:

Art - Less intellectually inclined, socially introverted and
reported sibling friction.

e
Drama - Less concern with intellectuall pursuits and reported
sibling friction.
English - Lower positive academic attitude.

Math - Hign degree of social introversion.

Music - Lower concern with intellectual activities and less
sibling {riction.

Science - Fairly high degree of social Iniroversion and low
positive academic attitude.

Female GHP students tended to describe their life histories as

follows:
87




Art - Low positive academic experience but a high degree of é
scientific artistic interests. )

Drama - Low positive academic experiences but high social
leadership.

English - High social leadership expression, both high cultural-
literary and scientific-artistic interests, but greater
difficulty in coping with stressful situations.

Music - Low frequency of positive academic experiences.

Science - High scientific-artistic interests.

Social Science - High Cultural-literary interests.

(8) In comparison with an average ability group the following signi- L
ficant differences were noted on the following life history

scales for the Artistically Talented (Art, Drama, Music) and

Academically Talented (Foreign Language, English, Math, Science,

and Social Science)

Male Artistic Students - Higher scores on Intellectualism, Socio~
economic Status, Positive Academic Attitude,
X

/+*hletic Interest and Social Desirability,
znd lower scores on Sibling Friction.

Male Academic Students - !'igher scores on Intellectualism, Academic
Achievement, Social Introversion, Scienti-
fic Intevest, Socioeconomic Status, Reli~
ginus Activity and Social Desirability,
Jand lower scores on Sibling Friction.

Female Artistic Students ~ Higher scores on Maternal Warmth, and
"Daldy's Girl", Social Leadership,
Academic Achievement, Cultural-Literary
Interests, Scientific-Artistic Interests,
Socicecononmic Status, and lower scores on
Popularity With Opposite Sex, Athletic
Participation and Maladjustment.

Female Academic Students - Higher scores on academic achievement,
Cultural-Literary Intercsts, Scientific-
_Artistic Interests, Socioeconomic Status,
and lower scores on Parental Control,
Positive Academic Attitude, Athletic
Participation and Maladjustment.

88




(8) It is evident that GHP students come from homes that the
studen:ts describe as having relatively high socioeconomic
status, i. e. high educational ané occupational level of
father, high family income and social class, and high
parental educational level.

(10) Student judgments of their mastery of selected relevant
instructional objectives indicated a significant gain over
the summer program.

(11) Students -iudged GHP to have significantly contributed to
their mastery of the instructional program.

(12) The instructional faculty judged that the students made

frcm average to above-average progress toward mastery of

relevant instructional objectives.

(13) The concepts of "Dormitory Living" and "Governor's Honors

Butbmmrarn
P

Program" were evaluated by students as having made the

? greatest positive change in their thinking during the

summer experience.

i (14) There was a convergance cve» the eight week period in the
ways concepts central to the program were evaluated by
students and the instructlonal staff. ‘

(15) Current and former GHP staff members evaluated quite
favorably (1) the over-all value of GHP, (2) the opportunity
for student-student and instructor-student interaction, and
(3) their positive change in attitude toward the gifted.

Less well evaluated were (1) usefulness of program wide

seminars, and (2) suitability of student selection method

89




(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

1972 students evaluated highly (1) over-all value of GHP,
(2) opportunity for student interaction, and (3) movement
toward a more positive attitude toward learning. Less
highly valued were (1) appropriateness of administration
and (2) usefulness of seminars.

When asked to make comparisons between their GHP exper-
iences and opportunities and those available in their
regular school students judged GHP the winner in seven

out of nine jinstances.

Evident throughout the data gathered from both students

and staff was a desire to increase the participation of
students from minority groups, underprivileged areas, and
small schools.

The GHP teacher was seen by his students as (1) cognitively
oriented, strecsing complex mental abilities, (2) providing
a relaxed, opeuw, supportive and "happy' environment.
Analysis of 2 highly select set of classroom interactions
indicated that teachers (1) were not overly concerned with
student feelings, and (2) set the norm for stimulating
discussions of complex and abstract ideas.

Responses from former Gui participants indicates that they
rate highly the opportuni%y tliey had to interact with other
students and the degree to which the program met their immediate
needs while they were in attendance. Relative to these they

felt that the counselin program and the influence GHP had on

their vocational choices were not strong.
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In summary it may be said that the general thrust of the program has
successfully aimed at providing an enrichment experience for talented
adolescents. The program has been less successful in (1) providing innova-
tive impetus toward the local development of methods and materials for the
gifted, (2) offering a training ground for prospective teachers and counse-
lors of the gifted, and (3) undertaking a meaningful and continuous program

of relevant research.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING STUDENT SELECTION

The staff recommendations (for the combined current and former staff
groups) are generally of two types. The recommendations are grouped as
either general or specifically related to an element of the program. An
arbitrary decision was made to present only recommendations reported by
at least five percent of the respondents. TIollowing each recommendation'
is the percent of the total group (65) making the suggestion. It should
be noted that the percentages in most cases are small as the total number
of suggestions was quite large and there was not a great deal of agreement

among the respondernts.

General Staff Recommendations Concern’ng Student Selection

(1) Greater participation bv minorities (9%)

4]



(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

Eliminate quota system (6%)

Increase number of students from underpriviledged areas

and schools (6%)

Instructional staff should be involved with evaluation of
applicants at the outset (5%)

The characteristics of maturity, responsibleness and general

personality should receive greater weight than is presently

the case (5%)

Specific Staff Recommendations for Student Selection by Nomination Area

Representation from all areas did not submit recommendation.

Visual Arts

(1) The number serving on the selection committee be
reduced to three members of the Art staff.

(2) The same number of artistically talented be selected
as academically talented.

(3) Eliminate the personal interview for semi-finalists
and in its place have students (a) submit ten represen-
tative clides cf their wourk (b) a three minute tape on
the past art plays in *heir everyday lives, and (c)
solicit a statement from their local teachers concerning
their work habits, personal involvement in work, relation-

ship to peers, and tentative plans for the future.

English

(1) Nominees be told earlier in the school year that a sample

of their creative writing will be required for the interview.




(2)

Math

(1)

(2)

(3)

(2)

(3)

The most experienced personnel who have worked with gifted

are needed for the selection committee.

The preliminary questions (on the interview sheet) could

be filled out by the student while he is waiting to be
interviewed. Then the interviewer could discuss his res-
ponses with him during the interview.

It is suggested that the following items be left out of

the rating scores: number of math courses, geometry,

class rank.

The following weights are considered for the other items:
non-verbal I.Q. - 5, achievement score - 5, math grades - 3,

over-all grades - 2, teacher's letter - 5, interview - 10.

Quota system be discarded. As a second choice at an
established cut cff da*te, quotas not used by school systems
be released to :zchool systems with mére potential nominees.
Individual school quotas should be allotted in consideration
of the performing areas offered in the local school (band -
orchestra - choruc - ¥kebLoard, etc.).

Selection Committee: (a) Needs to be briefed prior to
auditions, (b) Physical operation of tryouts should be much
better organized, (c) Interviewer should be knowledgeable
of program operation, (d) Local teachers, who nominate,
should be made aware of type of student needed, (e) Kalrasser

Test should be used in place of present exam, and (f) Final
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selection specialist should be very knowledgeable of
program (past or future staff members) and have someone

present able to interpret Cognitive Abilities Test inrorma-

tion,
Science

(1) Interviews should be continued.

(2) Closer attention will have to be given to the proposals
submitted by the prospective participants.

(3) Choice of the seleciion committee should be carefully
considered to insure that the members understand the aims
of the program and .an relate to prospective participants.

Social Science

(1) Selection committee shouid be composed of three members

all of whom intervicw all semi-finalists.

STAFF PROGRAM RECOMMEMDATIONS

In addition to suggestions fc¢r revising the student selection pro-
cedures, recommendations rcgarding a variety of dimensions of GHP were
solicited from the 1972 «ul forwny staff members. Again only those
recommendations and suggestions reported by at least 5% of the respondents

are presented.

General ngommendations By Current and Former Staff Members

(1) More communication and interaction between departments,

across disciplines, betwcen tedchers aud administration,

between students and all of the above (63%).




(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

Suggested changes in organization patterns (Interdepartmental
activities, team teaching, contract teaching, peer assistanceﬁ
re-organization in general) (5u4%).

Reassessment of present equipment, supplies, and provision of
more funds, materials, equipment, etc. (5u4%).

More participation by students in various aspects of program
(32%).

More pre-planning time (28%).

More time during program for such things as individual confer-
ences with students, time for study in major areas, etc. (25%).
More selection of students from minority groups, underpriviled-
ged areas, and small schools (18%).

Suggested increase in administrative base (including new per-
sonnel, secretaries, aids, etc.) (17%).

Earlier selection of staff and provision of pre-training pro-
gram (14%).

The rescinding of dress codes and "small" rules and regulations
(12%).

Need for some method of continuous assessment (8%).



Specific Staff Program Recommendations by Current and Former Staff Members

Following are detailed suggestions for changes in the GHP which were re-
corded on the GHP Instructor Follow-Up Questionnaire. Again the criterion of
having at least 3% of the respondents in agreement with the suggestion was
applied. These comments were made as a result of the specific statements on

the questionnaire.

(1) More pre-planning time (8%)
(2) More counseling and planning time during program (8%)
(3) Provisions of more funds, materials, and supplies (5%)

(4) More participation by students in (a) administration, and
(b) subject areas other than their own (8%)

(5) More time should be spent by students in major area (8%)

Suitability of Instructional Methods for GHP Students

(1) More pre-planning time, both individual and group (8%)

(2) More of a shift from teacher oriented beginnings to independent
study, peer instructional assistance, contract teaching and peer
evaluation (5%)

(1) Introducti.n ic difficult as l.cal schrols are rigid and
unflexible and noi op-2n t. iange (6%)

Contributions of Prograr Toward Makin: a Positive Change in Student

(1) Move away from strict rule:z on dress codes, anéﬁﬁzﬁéll" rules in
general (5%) )

(1) More money for materiais (1.%)

(2) Make available Ditto machines, Xerox copiers, Off-set press, Pro-
jectors, AV equipment, potters wheel, kiln, etc. (12%)

(3) Heat and humidity - how anout quiet air conditioning (5%)




(4) More desk calculators and computer facilities: Expanding
library facilities (5%)

(5) More lab materials equipment for 'science (6%)

Influence of Program on Changes in Your Instructional Methods

{1) More time needed for individual conferences with students (5%)

Ability to Maintain an Ideal Classroom Atrosphere for GHP Students

(1) GHP has had small influence (8%)
(2) GHP has had great influence (1u%)

(1) Earlier employment of staff (6%)
(2) More time for pre-planning (8%)

(3) Have a wider variety of staff from vear to year (5%)
y y y

(1) The appointment of three pcople (a) curriculum specialist,
(b) special events, seminar and activities specialist,
(¢) house-keeping person (5%)

(2) Utilization of cross-dizcipline arcas and planning such as
humanities, environment studies, etc (6%)

~0,

(1) Better advance planning and greater variety (3%)

(2) Additional enrichment needed (5%)

Usefulness of Seminars

(1) Topics of discussion should be decided upon by students and
staff working together in committees (/%)




(2)
(3)

Let students aid in selecting speakers (6%

Seminar groupings should be changed once or twice a summer (5%)

More inter-action among disciplines or . , ._tments (8%)

Opportunity to Interact with Teachers

(1)

(3)

(4)

All faculty members should be available to GHP students at times

other than Introduction and Seminars (including weekends) (6%)

Realization of value really comes after the attainment of more
maturity (6%)

Freedom to pursue their own special interests is really the
primary value (5%)

GHP causes dissatisfaction with program offered at local high
school (8%)

Opportunity to converse with peers with similar interests is of
great value (5%)

Two Things Most Beneficial about GHP

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)

Student interaction with others of like ability (63%)
Academic freedom for students and for staff (20%)

Opportunity to conduct an indepth study in area of special
interests (32%)

Teacher and student relationships (23%)

I'reedom for the teacher to work for the best of each student (6%)

Quality of staff (6%)

Opportunity for experience in leadership roles (5%)
Self-directed study (12%)

Effect on local school (8%)

Introduction of new idecas and areas of interest (12%)
Abserice of grade, report cards, and parental pushing (8%)

Recognition of self knowledge (6%)

Encouragement of creative thinking (5%)
2 >
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(1) Lack of time and money for pre-planning (5%)

(2) Rules and regulations (dress codes, etc.) (9%)

(3) Lack of student involvement in making decisions including
planning (6%)

(4) Student selection (5%)

(5) Too few from minority groups (6%)

Summary

~

A number of comments were repeated throughout the staff recommendations.
These appear to be related to (a) the great value of student interaction,
(b) the desire for more pre-planning time for staff, (c) the need for more
monies for equipment and suppliec, (d) the tremendous value of allowing stu-
dents to undertake self-directed exploration into new areas and ideas, (e) the
desirability of reappraising the rules and regulations, particularly in regard
to dress codes, and (f) the desirability of greater student involvement at

appropriate and relevant points in the program.

STUDENT PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS;
COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS

T.ie real impact of the program was experienced by the students. It
was obvious that the most relevant suggestions for modifications of GHP
would come from these first hand sources. Toward that end a questionnaive
was administered to all 1972 GHP attendees and a sample of previous parti-
cipants. With regard to the previous attendees a postcard invitation was
mailed to approximately 3200 former GIiP students to participate in our sur-
vey. Positive responses were received from approximately 1500. Due to time

and financial contraints only 500 of the former participants could be surveyed.
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A random sample of 500 was, therefore, drawn from the 1500. The following
analysis from the free response position in the questionnaire was based on

a sample of 50 of these 500. With respect to the 1972 GHP students a random
sample of 50 questionnaires was selected for content analysis. Only those

1
comments, suggestions and recommendations -made by at least 5% of the com-
bined respondents are reported here.

General Recommendation by Combined Former and 1272 Student Groups

(1) Making activities, classes, cultural events, etc., less
manditory (92%)

(2) PResponses in reference to less restriction and fewer
rules (90%)

(3) References to more time being necded (66%)

(4) Freer learning environment with more individual attention (u46%)

(5) More student involvement in thic total program (u42%)

(6) More independent study (20%) 7

(7) References to more variety of things to do and study (20%)

(8) Reduction of pupil-teacher-counselcr ratio (19%)

(9) The inclusion of more blacks and other minorities, more varied
socio-economic groups (10%)

Specific Recommendutions and Suggest.ons by Combined Tormer and 1972
Student Groups

(1) The inclusion of more blacls wnd v.ier winorities, more
varied socio-cconomic g.oups (10%)
(2) More importance should be given to the interview (6%)

(3) All schools choose nominees the same way (6%)
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(1) Fewer rules, such as hair length, curfew, required
dress, modification of dormitory rules (52%)
(2) A House of Representatives for students to help govern

GHP (6%)

Contributions the Program Made Toward a Positive

(1) More active and interested in learning (42%)

(2) The teachers were the influential factors (6%)

(3) Broader range of experiences (8%)

3* (4) Free to learn (no grades) (16%)

’~

(5) Made me do more learning and thinking on my own (6%)

Too much regimentation and boredom (6%)

| PETRESETY
~~
(o2}
~

7

Helpfulness of the Counseling Program

fariiocy

(1) Counselors should have enough time to get to know
students, they seemed to be too busy (20%)

(2) Personality, career, and other tests were interesting! (6%)

| ] !.mM

- (3) Helpful (10%)

(4) More counseling the first few weeks, not the last few (8%)

i

(5) More individual counseling, more often (16%)

(6) Discussion groups with counselors (8%)
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(1) Make physical education voluntary (36%)
(2) Keep dance program forever (6%)
(3) Too little time, allow students to choose one or two

sports to concentrate on (10%) :

Usefulness of Seminars
(1) More Seminars (20%)
(2) Should have some seminars!(2u%) ;
(3) Ask students for ideas or let them lead seminars (14%)
(4) Too many drug seminars (8%)
(5) All seminars should not be manditory (6%)

(6) More care in the selection of leaders (6%)

(7) Do mot dwell on any subject for more than two seminars (6%)

Usefulness of Special Events
(1) They should not be manditory (42%)
(2) MNo required dress (12%)
(3) HMore speakers, films, variety (16%)
(4) Concerts are just too long (1u%)

(5) Ask students or finzlists fcr the program to submit a

suggested list of speakers, etc. (6%)

Opportunity For Interacting Witnh Other Students
(1) No curfew or at least a later curfew (12%)
(2) More free time (10%)
(3) More visitation betwcen dorms (6%)

(4) More non-required social activities (8%)

(5) Less regimentation and fewer rules (10%) '
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(1) Teachers should be more available, other than class time (20%)

(2) More interaction with teachers on a personal basis (8%)

(3) Reduce teacher-pupil ratio (6%)

(1) More explanation of the objectives of the program to the

students (10%)

Specific Comments By Only Former GHP Students

(1) GHP influenced choice of college major (20%)
(2) Courses in program were excellent preparation for courses
in my area in college (10%)

(3) GHP was influential in continuance of my education (8%)

(Most students indicated that this decision had already been made)
(1) Gave a gcod picture of what college would be like (10%)

(2) Found out that learning could be enjoyable (10%)

-~ A Collegc Major

(1) Better idea of what majoring in a specific area

would be like (20%)

(1) Influenced me to become an educator (8%)
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(3)
(4)

Academic

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(8)

Schools should be more receptive to constructive criticism
and change (18%)

Ideas at GHP on how to make changes without offending (6%)
More realization by the schools that GHP has provided an

experience to be shared (6%)

Things Were MOST Beneficial About GHP

Contact with different individuals with both differenf
and similar interests (68%)

Independent and indepth study (2u%)

The teachers (18%)

Cultural events, films, speakers, etc., (16%)

Freedom to broaden interests (10%)

Right to select a minor (6%)

PR

Things Were LEAST Beneficial About GHP

Lack of personal freedom and non-essential rules (44%)
Seminars and speakers (lManditory attendance) (2%%)
Sports program (1€3)

Lack of variability and guidance with respect to minor

areas (8%)

Honors and Award: Received

College Fellowships and Scholarships (5u4%)
High School awards (42%)

Dean's list at college (38%)

Member of College Honor Societies (3u%)

National Merit Semi-Finalist and I'inalist (8%)
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(6) National Merit Scholarship (8%)

(7) Graduated Magda Cum Laude from college (6%)

(8) Letter of commendation from National Merit Scholarship (6%)
(9) High School Who's Who (6%)

(10) University of Georgia Certificate of Merit (6%)

Summary

A number of student comments appeared with high frequency. Among
these were statements related to (a) the desirability of reducing the
degree of restriction @d number of rules and regulations; (b) the desira-
bility of greater student representation in GHP related decision making
activities (non-policy related); (c) the desirability for more free time;
(d) the significant influence teazhers had on the participants; (e) the
desirability for greater contact with couselors and (f) the positive impact
the program had on students as a preparation for college. It was noted

that considerable academic honore nave been received by former GHP students.
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STATE OF GEORGIA
DFPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 37334

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Elementary and

Secondary Education ' Jack P.
Instructional Leadership Services

SCIENCE INTERVIEW SUMMARY SHEET

I. Evidence of Science interest.

Academic and professional.

Nix

State Superintendent. of Schools

|

o

Hobbies; literature nreference

Others.

II. Expectations from GHP.

Why go?

What will interviewee exnect to do there?

III. Tvidence of past incer~st in Science.

Fairs and Projects
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SCIENCE INTERVIEW SUMMARY SHEET
Page 2

III. Evidence of past interest in Science (continued)

School extracurricular activities in science.

Non~school activities in science.

IV, Other comments and observations of interviewer.
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STATE OF GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Flementary and

Secondary Education Jack P. Nix
Instructional Leadership Services State Superintendent of Schools

INTERVIEW FORM FOR CANDIDATES IN MUSIC FOR THE GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM

Name Nomination No.

The interview will be rated on a three letter system. The letter A will indicate a very
satisfactory interview; B will indicate an average interview; and C will indicate an %
unsatisfactory interview, The interviewer should make specific comments on this page¥at
the time of the interview (interviewer should refer to the instruction sheet for further
details). The letter rating of A~B-C should be placed on Page I of the audition form 1in
the column to the right of the final numerical rating of the nominee,

——

Signature of Interviewer
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STATE COLLEGE MUSICALITY TEST
(GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM TESTING 1972)

Name of Stu-“ent Nomination No.
Date of Test School System
Same Different Same Different
1. a. S D 7. a. S D
b. S D b. S D
c S D c. S D
2 a S D d S D
b. S D 8. a S D
c. 3 D b. S D
3 a S D c .J D
b. S D d S D
C. S D e S D
d. S D
Yes No
4, a. S D
9 Y N
b. S D
10. Y N
C. S D
11. Y N
d. S D
12, Y N
e. S D
13. Y N
5 a. ] D 14, Y N
b. S D 15. Y N
c. S D 16. Y N
6. a. S D 17. Y N
b. S D 18. Y N
C. S D
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Ma jor Minor
19. + -
20. + -
21. + -
22. + -
23. + -
Same Rhythm Pitch o
7 — |
1 r2 { ®
24, g R P ’ 1 % ] 1 H
k4§ [ - l
1
[ y 4 ‘Io. 3 &
25. S R P O 11 ) o
1 | ) | J
= 1 8 1
&1} ]
' I
1 o
26. s R P ddiera +-
111 211
&~ o t
..
27. s R P X >
1
7 o~
28. s R P A |
) {

Reproduced with the permission of the Music Dcpartment of Georgia State University.
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Elementary and

Secondary Education Jack P, Nix f
Instructional Leadership Services State Superintendent of Schools
Name Nomination no.

LAST FIRST MIDDLE ) GRADE

MATHEMATICS INTERVIEW SHEET - GHP

R%pung Score

J
,QM [ I.Q. 1. (a) Plans for study after high school.
AP -
v > Percentile (b) Vocational Plans.
2 No. M. Crs. 2. Major interest subject.
Ac.-H,
2 Geometry 3. Special mathematics topiecs or projects
_ of interest.
5 M. Gr. Av,
Z 0. Gr. Av. 4. Mathematics or science honors, (Ex. NSF
Institute)
2.
Cl. Rank
Cl. Size
:Z T. Letter 5. Accomplishments expected at GHP,
/- Interview
- ,
ot Total Ranking 6. Comments:
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Office of Instructional Services
‘Division of Elementary and
Secondary Fducation Jack P, Nix

Instructional Leadership Services State Superintendent of Schools

GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM

Criteria for Selection of Students
for Mathematics, 1972

Overall Grade Average, A-2; B-1 . . . . . . v v v v o o« + .
(in all subject, particularly academic subjects) ., . . . .

Number of Courses in Mathematics, Acc., -2; reg. -1 , . . .

Grades in Mathematics . . . . . . . . . . v v v v v e 4 . .
(May be B if acc.)

Variety of Courses in Mathematics (Geom.) . . . . . . . . .
Interview of Student . . . . . .+ . . v ¢ v v v v e e e .
Shows definite interest in mathematics
Motivation

Sincerity of purpose

Teacher Recommendation . . . . . v v v o o o o o o o o o« .
(If it has anything worthkwhile in it)

1.Q. (If extremely high) . . . . . & v v v v o v v o o o
Test . & o i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Rank in Class . . . . ., . . « ¢ v v v v v v v e e e e e
(very high - 2 pts., otherwise - 1 pt.)

Upcoming Junior or Senior (no weight) ., , . . . . . . . . .

TOTAL
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STATE DFPARTHENT OF ELUCATION
State Office Puilding
Atlunia, OGeorgis 30334

Office of trstructionnl Services
Diviston of Flerentary and

Seconaary idication Janck P, Nix
Instructionoi leadership Sarvices ) State Suptvintendent of Schools

ViSUAL ARTS INTFRVIEW -~ GOVFRIDR'S HONOHS PROGRAM

Name Nominatton Ne,

Mental Ability Academic lecord £31 Cenres —
interviewed Bv _ — I
Irterview and Porifolio

1. Ability ta judge discrimitively 1 iy 3

. Ahiity to solve problems 1 “ 3

2. weusitivity to ernvironment 1 2 3

3. Ra.ge of undorstanding of artistie prirciples : ” 3

5. Pouteariol far possible avtistic rrowth 1 ¢ 3

6. Understanding of visual expresgion 1 b4 3

7 Tregdom from limitntions ir e nression 1 2 3

¥. Farge of undevstending of media 1 2 3

9. Depth of creztive expression

{1.e. ability to go beyond initation) 1 2 3

1. Taterest {n apt (aslopposed to cther areas) 1 2 3
i1, Creative ability Y b4 3
12, Ability to work independent ly 1 2 3
14 Valtdity of student;s work 1 2 3

il Excepiioral ability 01 2 3 4 5 « - 8 5 1n

,.J
s
D




l STATE OF GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30234

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Elementary and

' Secondary Education Jack P, Nix
i Instructional Leadership Services State Superintendent of Schools
Area: _Social Science RATING SCALE
Name :
i School: Poor = 1 Point
Number: Fair = 2 Points
Good = 3 Points

;- Excellent = 4 Points
Superior -~ 5 Points

SECTION I

Bkt a4
]

Circle the number in each category that most accurately applies to the
candidate,

1. MATURITY LEVEL (Rising Junior 1 point)

(Rising Senior 2 points) 12345
2, INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT (130 = O points) .
(130+ = 1 point) 12345
3. NUMBER AND VARIETY OF COURSES IN SOCIAL SCIENCE 12345
4, TEACHER RECOMMENDATIO:N }__2_3__5_5_
TOTAL

SECTION IX

W

. INTEREST IN SOCIAL STURIES i.e., long range interest,
variety in interest, genuine interest .a socinl studies 12345

6. DEPTH OF EXPERIFiICE IN SOCIAL STUPTES, concentr:iion in

an area of study 123¢5
7. EVIDEWCE OF PREVIOUS INDEFENDE™T WORK i.e., fo. -1 study
or sclf-initiated study 172345
8. SERICUSNESS OF PURPOSE i.e., willingness, enth:.iasm 12345 :
) 9. READING INTEREST i.e,, current publications dex.. .g wich
; current affairs, newspapers, or books dealins -:.th z.~as
- of social studies 12345

EVIDENCE OF VZRPAL SKILLS AKD RATIONAL THINKING i.e,, self-
exprecsion, fluency of ideas 12345
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Area:

11.

12,

SECTION III

13,

14,

15.

16.

Social Science

1EVEL OF CREATIVITY i.e., future plans, thoughts on
current Scene oi events

EVIDENCE OF SELF-DIRECTIOi! AND SELF-RELIANCE

TOTAL

WHAT DO YOU EXPECT TO GAIN AT GOVERNOR'S IONORS PROGRAM

CAN YOU THINK OF SOME WAYS THAT YOU POSSIBLY MIGHT TAKE
WHATEVER YOU GAIN FRGii YOUR EXPERIENCES AT GOVERNOR'S
HONORS PROGRAM BACK TO YOUR GWN SCHOOL Ii! THE FALL?

HOW DO YOU PLAN TO USC GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM? (to
enrich yourself? for academic pursuit? to get ready
for college? did not have anything else to do?)

COMMENTS

TOTAL

FINAL TOTAL

that other activities has he engaged in that
might be related to social studies:

1,
2,
3)
4,
S.

Social Science Fair
Senate Youth Pregram
Presidential Classroom
Community Action Program
Others

[
|
[we]

Page 2

[
N
(93}
fol
w

'
[




biiand b ,

!mw u.‘s

§ Wit 4
'

[

T
E
EN

Form: IEC~GHP-51
Revised: January 1972

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building

Atlanta, Georgia

Office of Instructional Services

Division of Elementary and
Secondary Education

Instructional Leadership Services

VISUAL ARTS INTERVIEW - GOVERNOR'

Name

30334

Jack P. Nix

State Superintendent of Schools

S HONORS PROGRAM

Nomination No.

Mental Ability Academic Record

Interviewed By

CAT Scores

Interview and Portfolio

1. Ability to judge discrimitively

2, Ability to solve problems

3. Sensitivity to environment

4, Range of understanding of artistic principies
5. Potential for possible artistic growth

6. Understanding of visual expression

7. Freedom from limitations in expression

8. Range of understaiiding of media

9, Depth of creative expression
(i.e. ability to go beyond imitation)

10. Interest in art (as opposed to other areas)
11, Creative ability

12, Ability to work independently

13. Validity of student's work

#14, Exceptional ability
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STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Elementary and

‘‘econdary Education Jack P, Nix
In<*ructional Leadership Services State Superintendent of Schools

VISYAL ARTS RECOMMENDED GUIDE SHEET TO BE USED
DURING PERSONAL INTERVIEWS

GUIDE SHEET

Instructions: Each of the following sample questions is designed to
help you better interpret the qualifications you will be
looking for while interviewing a student. 1t is suggested
that interviewers alternate questioning so that one can be
forming the next question in his mind while the first is
questioning. Fach set of questinns _.r suggestions corresponds
with listed characteristiecs.

1, Judgement:
1. Which of these works do you consider to be your best and why?
2. If you were told that you must burn all you work with the
exception of one piece, which piece would you choose to save
and why?
2. Solving problems:
1. Choose a work and tell how else the theme might have been
developed, )
2. 1If you were given a pile or roll of wire as your only media to work
with, what would you do with it?
3. Sensitivity:
1. What kind of things effect you?
2. What things do you notice most?
4. Understanding:
i. Explain your use of negative space in one of your works.
2. Explain your use of color relationships in one of your works.
V5. Potential:
To the interviewer: This point will be concluded from the
entire interview.
6. Understanding:
(Choose a work) Why did you do this painting?
7. Freedom:
Look for deviations and development as opposed to imitation only.

8. Media: }
How does watercolor work?
9. Depth:

Look for deviations from classroom assiguments,

Do you do each assignment exactly as you: teacher asks?
i0. Interest:

What things d9 you enjoy most?

Q : 120
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GUIDE SHEET

VISUAL ARTS
Page 2

11.
12,

13.

14,

Creative ability

1. How many uses can you think of for a brick?

2, How many paintings could be done from a coke bottle?
Independent:

1. When do you do most of your work?

2. How much of your spare time is spent in doing art?

If in doubt as to whether the student actually did work presented,
choose a work and ask how it was developed.

Give bonus points only to students who show exceptional ability
and who you definitely feel should participate in the progranm,
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CTATF OF GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT CF EDUCATION
State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 T

Office of Instructional Services
Division of Elementary and -

Secondary Education Jack P, Nix
Instructional Leadership Services State Superintenaent of Schools ;
AREA: English RATING SCALE :
NAME: Poor = 1 Point -
Fair = 2 Points i
SCHCCL Good = 3 Points ;
Excellent = 4 Points -
Nomination MUNBIR Superior = § Points
SECTION 1 _[
Circle the number in each category that most accurately applies -
to the candidate. %
1. MATURITY LEVEL (Rising junior 1 point, )
Rising senior 2 points) 122485 §
Z2. NTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT (130 O points,
139+ 1 point) 12345 %
£
3. NUMBER AND VARIETY OF COURSES IN ENGLISH i2345 -
4. TEACHFR RECOMMENDATION 1:2243
TOTAL o
SECTION 11
§. INTERFST IN LITERATURE i.e., long range interest,
variety in interest, genuine interest in English 12345 o
6. DEPTH OF EXPERIENCE IN ENGLISH i.e., concentration
in an area of study 12345 L3
7. EXTENT OF CREATIVE WRITING FXPERIENCE i.e., desire
to write, publications L2345 i )
8. EVIDENCE OF PREVICUS INDEPENDENT WORK i.e., formal
study or self-initiated study Te34F H

9. CTRIOUSNESS OF PURPOSE i.e., willingness, enthusiasm 22345

l‘M-,

10. READIXG INTELEST (Please note titles or authors
neicioned. ) 23450
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ENGLISH
Page 2

11. EVIDENCE OF VERBAL SKILLS i.e., self-expression,
fluency of ideas

12. LEVEL OF CREATIVITY i.e., future plans, thoughts
on current literary scene

13. EVIDENCE OF SELF-DIRECTION AND SELF-RELIANCE

SECTION 111

14. WHAT VOULD YOU ENJGY STUDYING AT THE GOVERNOR'S
HONORS PROGRAM?

15. CAN YOU THINK OF SOME WAYS THAT YOU POSSIBLY MIGHT
TAKE WHATEVER YOU GAIN FROM YOUR EXPERIENCES
AT GHP BACX TO YOUR OWN SCHCOOL IN THE FALL?

15. HOW DO YOU PLAN TO USE GHP? (to enrich himself, for

academic pursuit, to get ready for college,
did not have anything else to do)

17. COMMENTS

127
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Governor's Honors Program

DRAMA THTERVIEW FORM

NAME Nomination No.
IQ System
Item Evaluation Weighted Value
(Circle one in each category)
CAT Score Weight
90-100 5
80-89 4
70-79 . 3
60-69 2
50-59 1
Improvisation Exceptional 9 - 10
Outstanding 7 -8
Good 5 -6
Fair 3 -4
Weak 1 -2
Unacceptable 0
Prepared Scene Exceptional 9 - 10
Outstanding 6 -~ 8
Good 3 -5
Fair 1 -2
Weak 0
Interview Exceptional 9 - 10
Outstanding 7 -8
Good 5 -6
Fair 3 -4
Weak 1 -2
Unacceptable 0
Class Assignment Senior 5
in autumn of 1972 Junior 0
TOTAL
Cumulative weighted 38-40 Exceptional
score 30-37 Outstanding
22-29 Good
21 and below

Comment :
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Governor's Honors Program

PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY

Birthdate:

Month Date Year

Number of years Teaching experience:

Check your teaching or specilalization area:

___01. Art 06. IMusie
___02. Drama

_03. English

__Oh., TForeign Language
___05. Mathematics

07. Science
08. Social Science

09. Physical Educzation
10. Counseling

Ao §

-

. :
[T m—— Ry~ o

<
Pogecone v

:
Prongreency

11. Other (specify)

On the following pages a number of statements about teaching
are presented. Our purpose is to gather information regarding the
actual attitudes of staff members concerning these statements.

You will recognize that the statements are of such a nature
that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested

§ onmmryrey

only 1n your frank opinion of the statements as they relate to

your "teaching in general”,.

INSTRUCTIONS: Following are twenty statements about schools,

teachers, and pupils. Please¢ indicate your
personal opinion about each statem:nt by
circling the appropriate response at the right

of the statement.

their problems through logical reasoning.
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1. Tt is desirable to require pupils to SA A U D SD

sit 1n assigned seats during assemblies.

2. Pupils are usually not capable of solving SA A U D 83D
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] 3. Directing sarcastic rer .<s toward a SA A U:s D SD

defiant pupil 1s a gcod w:isciplinary

3 technique.

‘ 4. Beginning teachers are not likely to SA A U D 8D

- maintain strict enough control over

§ their ovupils.

5. Teachers should consider revision of SA A U D SD

g’ their teaching methods if these are

i criticized by their pupils.

+ 6. The best principals give unquestioning SA A U D 8D

; support to teachers in disciplining

- pupils.

%“ 7. Pupils should not be permitted to SA A U D SD

i contradict the statements of a teacher

in claswu.
g 8. It is justifiable to have pupils learn SA A U D 8D

§

many facts about a subject even if they
have no immediate application.

3 9. Too much pupil time is spent on guidance SA& A U D SD
and activities and too little on academic
% preparation.
10. Being friendly with pupils often leads SA A U D 8D
1 them to become too familiar.

11. It is more important for pupils to learn SA A U D SD
to obey rules than that theyv make their

l ovwn decisinns.
12. Student gevernments are good "safety SA A U D 8D
l valve" but should not have much
influence on school policy.
13. Pupils can be trusted to work together SA A U D 8D
I without supervision.
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14,

15.

o]
(@)

18.

19.

20.

If a pupil uses obscene or profane
language 1in school, it must te con-
sidered a moral offense.

If pupils are allowed to use the
lavoratory without getting permission
this priviledge will be abused.

A few pupils are Jjust young hood-
lums and should be treated accordingly.

It is often necessary to remind pupils
that thelr status in school differs from
that of teachers.

A pupil who destroys school material or
property should be severely punished.

Pupils cannot perceive the difference
between democracy and anarchy in the
classroom.

Pupils often misbehave in order to make
the teacher look bad.
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Staff Semantic Differential
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Governor's Honors Prograr

STAFF SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Birthdate:

Month Date Year

Number of years Teaching experience:

~

Check your teaching or specialization area.

0l1l. Art 06. Music
02. Drama 07. Science
03. English 08. Social Science

04. Foreign Language

09. Physical Education
05. Mathematics

10. Counseling
11. Other (specify)

The purpose of this activity is to measure the meanings of
certalin concepts related to the Governor's Honors Program by asking
you to judge them against a series of descriptive scales. On each
page you will find a different concept in parenthesis to be judged
and beneath it a set of scales. -You are to rate each concept cn
each of these scales.

Here is how you are to use thz scales:

If you feel a particular concept is very much like one end
of the scale, you should place your checi mark as follows:

PLEASANT X : ., : : : : :UNPLEASANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
or
PLEASANT _J : : : : : X :UNPLEASANT
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

If you feel a particular concept iz quite closely like one
or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should
place your check mark as follows:

RUGGED X : : : : :DELICATE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
or
RUGGED o : : : : X :DELICATE
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

130
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If you feel a particular concept is only slightly like one
side as opposed to the other side (but 1is not really neu-
tral), then you should check as follows:

SHARP X _ DULL
1 2 3 b 5 ;7
or
SHARP : : : D S : : DULL
1 2 3 1] 5 6 7

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale (both
sides of the scale equally associated with the coneept) or if
the scale is completely irrelevant (unrelated to the concept),
then you should place your check mark in the middle space:

HAPPY : : : X : : ¢ SAD
1 2 3 4 5 € 7

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon
which of the two ends of the scale best describes your feel-
ing about each concept.

Do not worry or puzzle over any cne scale. It is your first
impression, your immediate feeling about each concept that we want.
On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your
true impressions. Do nct try to remembar how 'you checked similar
items earlier in the scale. #MIKE EACH ITE! A SEPERATE AND INDEPEN-
TENT JUDGEMENT.

Remember, you are judging the concept as you sez it--not
vhat we think or what others think.

IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check marks in the middle of the

spaces, not on the boundaries: this not this
: X i : X
1 2 2 1] 5 6 7
(2) BE SURE TO CHECK EVERY SCALE: DO MOT OMIT
ALY,
(3) MNEVER PUT MOEE THAN ONE CHECK MARK ON A

SINGLE SCALE.




b s

(INDEPENDENT STUDY)
LARGE : : : : : :  SMALL :
1 2 3 I 5 6 7 :
UNPLEASANT PLEASANT
1 2 E} 1 5 5 7
FAST SLOW
: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DULL ' SHARP
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
THIN THICK
1 2 3 1] 5 6 7
HAPPY SAD :
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 3
WEAK STRONG
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 !
GOOD i BAD
1 2 3 i 5 [ 7
MOVING STILL i
1 2 3 h 5 6 7 3
UNFAIR FAIR :
1 2 3 b 5 6 7
PASSIVE ACTIVE i
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7 :
HEAVY LIGHT
} 1 2 3 L 6 7
t
)
}
|
r
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST

DULL

THIN
HAPPY
WEAK

GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

(GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM)

1 2 3 ! 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 & 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
1 2 3 I 5 & 7
1 2 3 b 5 b 7
1 2 3 1 5 6 7
1 2 3 Y 5 6 7
1 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 T4 5 6 7
1 2 3 1] 5 o T

133

SMALL
PLEASANT -
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




LARGE

UNPLEASANT’

FAST
DULL
THIN
HAFPY
WEAK
GOCD
MCVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(LEARNING)

2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 8 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 i 5 6 7
2 3 k] 5 6 7
2 3 L 5 6 7
2 3 i 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
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SHMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRCNG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY

v wAK
GOOD
MOVING
UHIFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

(GOVERNOCR'S HONCRS PROGRAM SEMIMNARS)

1 2 3 4 5 3 7
1 2 3 4 > 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 € 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 B 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 G 7

13

SHALL
PLEASANT
SLOV
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STHRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




(ACADEMICALLY TALENTED STUDENT)

LARGE : : : : : : :  SMALL
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

UNPLEASANT : PLEASANT
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

FAST : : : SLOW
1 2 3 y 5 6 7

DULL : . SHARP
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7

THIN : : THICK
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

HAPPY : SAD
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

WEAK : _ STRONG
1 "2 3 b 5 6 7

GOOD BAD
1 2 3 k 5 6 7

MOVING : STILL

' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

UNFAIR : FAIR
1 2 3 Iy 5 ) 7

PASSIVE : ACTIVE
1 2 3 b 5 5 7

HEAVY IGHT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOCD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

{(4RTISTICALLY TALENTED STUDENT)

SMALL
1 2 3 n 5 6 7

PLEASANT - ‘
1 2 3 n 5 6 7

SLOV
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

SHARP
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7

THICK
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

SAD
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

STRONG
1 3 n 5 6 7

BAD
1 2 3 R 5 0 7

STILL
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

FAIR
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

ACTIVE
1 2 3 I 5 5 7

LIGHT
1 2 3 T 5 6 7
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

(TEACHERS)

138

2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 o 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 -6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
73 i 5 6 7
2 3 J 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 b 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7

SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE
LIGHT

O——,




g

[ SRR
v

LARGE
UNPLTZASANS
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

(DORMITORY LIVING)
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2 3 4 5 [ 7
2 3 4 5 7
2 3 i 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 6 7
2 3 K 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 & 7
2 3 b 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 6 7
2 3 i 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 € 7
2 3 "“T—:“‘S"' 6T T

SMALL
PLEASANT -
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAFPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

N

AN oy O O Oy Oy

oy oy o oy

(TEXTBOOKS)
3 4 5
3 i 5
3 k 5
3 4 5
3 K 5
3 b 5
3 b 5
3 b 5
3 b 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 b 5
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SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

(AUDIO-VISUAL MATERIALS)

1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 € 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 1 5 6 7
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

14l

SMALL
PLEASANT -
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




What Kind of Person Are You? Instrument
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WHAT KIND OF PERSON ARE YOU?

Name:

Area of Nomination: Sex:

Below is a 1ist of characteristics frequently used in talking
about people. Indicate with a check mark, the one term of:.éach
palr that best describes you. Remember, even if neither term
describes you exactly, select the one term of each pair which 1s -
nearest to being a description of yourself. '

1. __Likes to work alone 14. __Attempts difficult tasks
_Prefers to work in a group __Desires to excel
2. __Industrious 15. _ Disturbs existing organi
__Neat and orderly zatlon and procedures
__Accepts the judgments
3. _Soclally well-adjusted of authoritiles
__Occasionally regresses and
is playful and childlike 16. __A good guesser
__Remembers well
4., _ FPersistent
_Does work on time 17. __Quiet

__Obedient
5. __Popular, well~-liked
_Truthful, even when 1t 18. __Independent in judgment
gets you into trouble __Conslderate of others

6. _ Considerate of others 19. _ Critical of others
__Courageous in convictions __Courteous
7. __Conforming 20. __ Feels strong emotions
__Nonconforming __Reserved
8. _ Sophisticated 2l. _ Emotlonally sensitive
__Unsophisticated __Soclally well~adjusted
9. _ Sense of humor 22. _ Imaginative
__Talkative _Critical
10. __Visionary 23. _ Receptive to ideas
__Versatile of others
__Negativistic
11. __Adventurous
__Does work on time 24, __ PFault-finding
__Popular, well~-1liked
12. _ Becomes absorbed in
tasks 25. __Determination
__Courteous __Obedlent
13. _ Curious 26. _ Intuitive
__Energetic ___Thorough

1u3




27. __Never bored
__Refined

28. __ Haughty
__Courteous

29. __Cautious
_Willing to take risks

30. __ _Affectionate
__Courteous

31. __Always asking questions
__Quiet

32. __ Competitive
__Conforming

33. __Energetic
__Neat and Orderly

34. _ Remembers well
_ Talkative

35. __Self-assertive
__Reserved

36. __Sense of beauty
__Socially well-adjusted

37. __Self-confident
__Timid

38. _ Versatile
__Popular, well-liked

14y

39. __Self-sufficient
__Curious

40. __ Thorough
__Does work on time

41. __Eccentric '
- __Socially well-adjusted

42, Self-confident
__Spirited in dilsagreement

43, _ Spirited in disasgreement
__Talkative

44,  Prefers complex tasks
__Does work on time

45. A good guesser
__Receptive to 1deas of
others

46. _ Curious
__Self-confident

47. A self-starter
__Obedient

48. _ Intuitive
__Remembers well

49. _ Unwilling to accept thing
on mere say so
__Obedient

50. __Altruistic
__Courteous

i e og
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APPENDIX E

Summaries of Initial Student Ratings of Mastery of
Instructional Objectives and Program Contributions
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TABLE El

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Initial Ratings of
Instructional Art Objectives for Student Judgements (N=u40) of Mastery and
Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING® PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

Correlation

Standard Standard Between Mastery

Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 2.88 .69 3.03 .77 -.04
2 3.25 .81 3.00 . 88 .36
3 2.55 .82 2.53 .96 U4l
4 3.18 .87 2.85 1.00 .23
5 3.20 .76 3.28 .75 .49
6 3.00 .85 3.28 .93 45
7 3.03 .70 3.18 .75 .34
8 3.40 .71 2.93 .89 .05
9 3.23 .77 2.80 .91 .43
10 3.18 .87 3.10 1.01 42
11 3.25 .71 3.15 .83 .20
12 2.88 1.04 2.63 .95 .26
13 3.08 .69 3.00 .86 .04
1y 2,78 .77 2.83 .81 .30
15 3.08 .89 2.85 .83 .08
16 3.18 .93 3.25 .95 .09
17 3.00 .82 3.13 .88 .04
18 2.40 .78 2.45 .96 Y
19 2.80 .99 3.03 .89 .53
20 3.15 .84 2.76 .97 .52
Total Average 3.02 2.95 .79

*Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not
o Mastered or No Contribution
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TABLE L2

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings
of Instructional Drama Objectives for Student Judgements (N=25) of Mastery
and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING® PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
Correlation

Standard - Standard Between Mastery

Objective Mean Deviation Mean LCeviation and Contribution
1 3.16 .64 3.48 .92 47
2 3.04 .79 3.20 .76 .40
3 2.88 .83 3.24 .72 .40
4 3.36 .70 3.24 .78 45
5 3.04 .91 3.08 .88 .u8
6 2.84 .69 3.24 .66 .63
7 2.88 .60 2.88 .93 .50
8 2.36 .86 2.64 .91 .49
9 2.68 .o 2.68 .95 .35
10 2.92 .86 3.40 .76 .37
11 2.80 .58 3.04 . 84 .53
12 3.52 .82 3.80 .58 .14
13 2.68 .69 3.00 .87 U9
1y 2.12 L.05 S.16 .90 .68
15 2.28 1.32 2.00 1.08 .53
16 2.72 .84 2.88 .97 .62
17 3.00 .87 2.92 1.00 .68
18 3.32 .95 3.20 .90 .71
19 :%.28 1.24 2.08 1.12 .61
20 2.68 .89 2.80 .91 .34
Total Average 2.82 2.95 .79

*Four point scale use, U = Complete Mastery or Contribution...' 1 = Not
Mastered or No Conlribulion
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TABLE E3

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings
of Instructional English Objectives for Student Judgements (N=63) of

Mastery and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING*

Standard

Objective Mean Deviation
1 3.4£ .58
2 3.08 .67
3 1.94 1.01
Y 3.17 .83
5 3.25 .82
6 2.95 .87
7 3.49 .69
8 3.38 .68
9 3.33 .78
10 3.00 .78

Total Average 3.10

PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

Standard
Mean Deviation
3.35 .70
3.03 .93
1.66 .90
3.37 .89
2.81 .88
2.83 .91
3.00 .84
2.85 .90
3.02 1.01
3.11 .97
2.90

Correlation
Between Mastery
and Contribution

.31

.35

.67

.52

Y

.60

.30

.51

.26

.60

49

“Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not

Mastered or No Contribution
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TABLE E4

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings
of Instructional Foreign Language Objectives for Student Judgements (N=30)

of Mastery and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING#*

PROGRAI CONTRIBUTION RATING

Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 2.30 .75 2.77 .97 .57
2 3.07 .74 3.u7 .82 U6
3 2.93 .69 2.69 .85 .32
4 2.43 .81 2.75 .91 .66
5 2.33 .84 2.55 .90 .62
6 1.97 .81 2.3u4 .97 .u9
7 2.17 1.08 2.52 1.24 .84
8 3.20 .85 3.28 .70 .58
9 2.47 .96 2.60 .97 .74
10 2.73 1.01 2.41 .98 .61
11 2.40 1.30 - 2.45 1.09 .70
Total Average 2.54 2.64 .38

*Four point scale use, 4 =
Mastered or No Contribution

Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not
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TABLE ES

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings of
Instructional Math Objectives for Student Judgements (N=57) of Mastery and
Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING# PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING .
;
Correlation

Standard Standard Between Mastery f

Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution |}
1 3.11 .62 3.09 .79 .50

2 2.70 .75 2.21 .82 .36 o

3 2.91 .76 2,79 .94 .40
4 2.71 .96 2.35 .99 .u8

5 3.58 .68 3.u42 .80 -~ L, U3 ‘g

6 2.68 .97 2.65 .94 .69 ;

i

7 2.67 .85 2.42 .80 . U8 a

8 2.53 .87 2.39 .98 .56 ~j,a9%%

9 2.47 1.02 2.35 1.08 .70

:

i

Total Average  2.82 2.62 .71 i

i

*Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not o

Mastered or No Contribution
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TABLE E6

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings of
Instructional Music Objectives for Student Judgements (N=62) of Mastery
and Program Contribution |

MASTERY RATING# PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
Correlation |
Standard Standard Between Mastery |
Objective Mean Deviation Hean Deviation and Contribution
1 2.92 . B4 3.37 .63 .32
2 3.18 .74 3.37 <77 .37
3 2.90 .72 3.09 .69 .32
b 2.76 .92 3.06 .94 .68
5 3.06 .69 3.39 .66 .4l
6 3.18 .82 3.34 . 82 .49
7 3.15 .74 2.95 .91 .64
8 3.39 .73 3.56 .6 .36
9 3.13 .6l 3.21 .66 .28
Total Average 3.06 3.25% .u9

*Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not
Mastered or lio Contribution
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TABLE E7

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings
of Instructional Science Objectives for Student Judgements (N=55) of
Mastery and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING:#*

PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

" Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 3.04 <74 2.62 .82 -.04
2 2,91 .78 2.82 .84 .37
3 2.76 . 88 2.55 1.02 47
4 2.53 .96 2.60 1.03 .52
5 2.45 .89 2.51 .87 .59
6. 2.55 1.03 2.83 .99 .48
7 3.24 .77 2.63 .97 .19
8 3.33 .75 3.54 .61 A1y
9 3.56 .54 3.0u4 .87 24
Total Average 2.92 2.78 .53
“Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not

Mastered or No Contribution

1
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TABLE Es

Summary of Means, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Initial Ratings
of Instructional Social Science Objectives for Student Judgements (N=u47)
of Mastery and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING* PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

Correlation

Standard Standard Between Mastery

Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution

1 3.11 .56 3.28 .65 .10
2 3.02 .85 2.72 .88 .21
3 3.15 .72 2.4y .93 .16
4 2.83 .79 2.32 .76 .39
j 5 2.96 .98 2.94 .92 .53
z 6 2.96 . .83 2.77 .91 .27
7 3.19 .71 3.13 .77 11
8 206 Lol 1.91 1.01 .73
9 3.23 .76 2.98 .89 .39
10 3.64 .61 ‘ 3.00 .98 .15
11 3.60 .58 3.47 .78 .24
Total Average 3.06 2.81 .50

*Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution... 1 = Not
Mastered or No Contribution
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APPENDIX F

Summaries of Concluding Student Ratings of iastery ‘of i
Instructional Objectives and Program Contribution
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TABLE F1

Program Contribution

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Art Objectives for Student Judgements (N=38) of Mastery ana

MASTERY RATING#¥

PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

-Standard

Deviation

.80
.90
.96
1.05
.61
.93
.81
.87
.92
.70
.66

.86
.50
.88
.98
.74
97
.89
.83

S~

Correlation <l
Between Maste»y —
and Contribution

.23
-33
42
.37
.18
.58
-35
42
.54
.28
.29
.52
.25
.18
.08
.19
.32
.31
.36
.48
.23

Standard

Objective Mean Deviation Mean

1 3.47 .60 3.34

| 2 3.81 .51 3.34

! 2.89 .92 2.71

4 3.50 .60 3.11

5 3.55 .55 3.57

6 3.50 .83 3.28

7 3.24 .71 3.21

8 3.42 .68 2.97

9 3.51 .73 3.24

10 3.43 .65 3.41

11 3.30 .70 3.4

l 12 3.35 1.03 3.00

13 L5 .62 3.15

14 3.21 .78 3.26

f 15 3.66 .75 3.21

5 "6 2.32 .81 .21

g 17 3.63 .75 3.38

| 18 2.66 .97 2.71

19 3.31 .93 3.24

20 3.45 .89 3.1%

Total Average 3 35 2.83
¥Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution.

1 = Not Mastered or No Contribution

}




TABLE F2

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Drama Objectives for Student Judgements (N=27) of Mastery
and Program Contribution '

MASTERY RATING#¥ PROGRAM CONTRIBUT1ON RATING
Correlation j
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution .
1 3.56 .58 3.62 .80 .58 j
2 3.56 .61 3.58 .90 .75 §
3.52 .75 3.62 .61 .66 i
3.78 N2 3.54 .81 .14 é
5 3.44 .TC 3.46 .76 .16 :
6 3.48 .70 3.16 .86 .66
7 3.50 .76 3.38 .98 42
8 3.15 .86 3.15 .88 43
9 3.26 .76 3.15 1.01 .35 f
10 3.22 .80 3.42 .81 .67 :
11 3.34 .94 3.56 .65 .78. %
12 3.85 .54 3.68 .85 .59 |
13 3.27 .78 3.140 1.00 .35
14 2.92 .74 2.92 1.00 .33 2
15 2.81 .69 3.04 .89 .54 ;
16 3.31 T4 3.42 .78 .57 |
17 3.23 .95 3.2% .94 53 )
18 3.46 .71 3.40 .91 .33 '
19 2.88 .95 2.92 | 1.00 43 é
20 3.16 .90 3.04 1.02 .55 i
Total Average 3.29 3.22 .53 |
*Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution ... %
1 = Not Mastered or N» Contribution
o




TABLE F3

Luied ey

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional English Objectives for Student Judgements (N=61) of Mastery
and Program Contribution

g
MASTERY RATING* PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 3.69 - .72 3.64 .89 .66
2 3.31 .79 3.20 .96 .64
3 2.33 1.11 2.24 1.15 .74
4 3.39 .88 3.44 .93 ) .67
5 3.54 .Th 3.32 .92 .72
6 3.16 .86 3.08 .93 .59
7 3.77 .59 3.25 .90 .43
8 3.62 .76 3.12 1.01 .29
9 3.56 .Th 3.20 1.03 .61
10 3.48 .79 3.46 .95 .60
Total Average 3.39 3.09 .62
¥Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution .
1l = Not Mastered or No Contribution
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TABLE F4 g

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Foreign Language Objectives for Student Judgements (N=31)
of Mastery and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING¥* PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING g
Correlation .
Standard Standard Between Mastery %
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 2.81 .75 2.60 .89 65 ;
2 3.48 .63 3.33 .80 .50 g
, i
3 3.03 .66 2.90 .66 .16 ;
;
4 2.77 .76 2.87 .97 .72 :
]
5 2.7k 1.03 2.73 1.11 .60 B
6 2,48 1.15 2.47 1.01 .29 3
7 2.5 1.23 2.66 1.29 .84 !
8 2.97 .88 3.38 .86 .53 i
9 2.52 1.09 2.76 1.09 .70 i
10 2.8 1.07 2.55 1.02 .74 é
11 2.32 1.10 2.48 1.12 .69 g
Total Average 2.76 2.66 42

*¥ Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution
» 1 = Not Mastered or No Cortribution g
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TABLE F$S

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Math Objectives for Student Judgements (N=55) of Mastery
and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING#¥ PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
. Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution

: 1 3.30 .72 3.11 .82 .41
%

2 3.02 .76 2.55 .97 .36

3 3.22 .92 2.87 .92 .33

Yy 3.11 .9l 2.49 .97 41

5 3.33 .88 2.17 1.05 .68

6 2.78 .79 2.90 .89 .54

7 2.u47 .79 2.53 .83 .70

8 2.55 .81 2.u47 .76 .69
!
i 9 2.89 .85 2.85 .93 .66
§ Total Average 2.94 . 2.59 .69
5 ¥Four point scale used, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution . . . 1

1 = No*% Mastered or No Contribution




TABLE [F®6

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Music Objectives for Ctudent Judgements (N=63) of Mastery
and Program Contribution

MASTERY RATING#¥ PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery

Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 3.51 .72 3.74 .68 .64
2 3.70 .82 3.71 .84 .57
3 3.33 .88 3.65 .85 .78
b 3.33 1.00 3.73 .93 .64
5 3.46 .84 3.47 97 .50
6 3.59 .80 3.84 .75 .60
7 3.59 .84 3.48 .95 ‘ .65
8 3.75 .72 3.90 .69 41
9 3.45 .88 3.51 .79 .72
Total Average 3.51 . 3.60 .58

*¥Four point scAle use, 4 = Complete Mastery or Contribution
1l = Not Mastered or No Contribution
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! TABLE F7

Summary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Concluding Ratings
of Instructional Science Objectives for Student Judgements (N=55) of Mastery
and Program Contribution

E ik ¥

X MASTERY RATING#¥ PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING
i
Correlation
Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation and Contribution
1 3.35 .73 2.71 .90 27
2 3.02 .97 2.78 .88 .37
3 2.95 .93 2.76 1.01 6
4 2.95 1.01 2.67 .92 .34
5 2.73 1.04 2.65 .87 .53
6 2.84 1.10 2.75 1.14 A7
7 3.13 .83 2.65 .99 .35
8 3.65 .62 3.56 .72 .66
9 3.68 .73 3.02 .92 A7
Total Average 3.12 2.82 .66
¥Four point scale use, 4 = Complete Mactery or Contribution .
1 = Not Mastered or No Contribution
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TApll, Té

surmary of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Concluding Ratings
of Tnotructional Social Science Objectives for Student Judgements (N=42) of
Mastery and Prorram Contribution

MASTERY RATING#¥ PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION RATING

FRenm—

Correlation

Standard Standard Between Mastery
Objective Uean Deviation HMean Deviation  and Contribution
1 3.40 -T7 3.36 .88 .50 é
2 3.48 .86 3.05 96 .38 |
3 3.69 .78 3.00 .86 .37 !
] 3.36 .79 2.71 .81 AT
5 3.38 99 3.05 1.08 39
6 3.24 .76 2.98 1.00 .52
7 3.57 .63 3.22 .85 1
8 2.46 1.20 2.20 1.09 77 |
9 3.52 67 3.37 97 39
10 3.81 -59 3.27 1.03 .32
11 3.88 .59 3.80 78 48 1
Total Average 3.43 3.05 .57
!
*our point scale usc, U = Complete Mastury or Contribution i

1 = Not Mastered or No Contribution
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APPENDIX G

Summaries of Average Ratings by Instructors of Student
Mastery of Instructional Objectives by Area
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TABLE Gl

Summary of Instructor Ratings¥* of Student Progress Toward lMastery of Instructional
Objectives at Conclusion of Program for English, Foreign Language, Math, Science and Social Science

ENGLISH FOREIGN LANGUAGE MATH SCIENCE SOCIAL SCIENCE

Standard Standard Standard Standard Standarad

Objective Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Meann Deviation Mean Deviation
1 4.23 .90 3.87 .96 3.53 1.10 4,22 .99 3.88 .75
2 3.92 1.00 4.19 .75 3.52 1.03 b.o4 1.14 3.86 .76
3 3.93 1.06 4.13 .85 3.47 1.02 3.98 1.08 3.82 .86
4 5,11 .92 3.65 .98 3.40 1.01 3.98 1.08 3.80 .Th
5 4,48 .83 4.06 .57 3.73 1.10 3.93 1.02 3.63 .78
6 4,34 .86 3.58 .85 3.07 .78 3.95 1.11 3.59 .79
7 4,34 .85 3.23 1.38 3.02 .72 4.38 .91 3.78 .74
8 4.32 .87 4.06 .63 2.97 .69 \ 4.35 .89 3.80 .76
9 4,25 .87 3.00  1.15 2.92 .W@\\ 4,42 1.03 3.71 .68
10 4,72 LTH 3.32 1.17 4.08 .67
11 2.97 1.05 3.92 .79

164

*1 = Very Little Progress, . . . 5 = Maximum Progress Toward Mastery
Note: See Tables 3, U4, 5, 7, and 8 for listing of H:Jawzoawo:mp objectives involved.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FABLE gimmary of Instructor Ratings¥* of Student Progress Toward Mastery
of Instructional Objectives at Conclusion of Program for Art, Drama & Music
ART DRAMA MUSIC
Standard Standard Standard
Objective Mean  Deviation Mean  Deviation Mean  Deviation

1 2.97 1.27 3.56 .51 3.60 .68

2 3.15 1.27 3.44 .51 3.75 .94

2.56 .91 3.33 .56 3.45 .85

b 3.u3 1.37 3.70 Lu7 3.79 .86

-5 2.87 1.32 3.15 .66 3.12 1.00

6 3.00 1.38 3.56 .93 3.48 .75

2.82 1.67 3.19 .79 3-95 -99

3.23 1.18 3.26 .53 3.37 e

9 2.74 1.25 3.67 .55 3.58 .01
10 2.92 1.33 3.52 .58
11 2.79 1.28 3.48 .51
12 2. 77 1.33 3.70 L7
13 3.16 1.33 3.89 .51
14 2.51 1.30 .ok .52
15 2.69 1.30 3.96 .34
16 2.79 1.49 3.89 L2
17 3.08 1.55 3.70 5h
18 2.52 1.05 3.93 .55
; 19 2.90 1.54 3.81 .18

| 20 3.00 1,47 T3.96 .59 !

~ . ~

-

¥l = Very Little Progress, . . . 5 = Maximum Progress Toward Mastery

n

Note: See Tables 1, 2 and 6 for licsting of instructional objectives involved.
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Governor's Hor.»s Program

STUDENT SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Birthdate:

Month Date Year

Number of brothers and sisters:
(Total)

Sex:
1)) (F)

What was your area of nomination?

1. Art 5. Mathematics

2. Drama 6. Music

3. English 7. Science

4. Foreign Language 8. Social Science
E— 9. Other (specify)

Date:

The purpose of this activity is to measure the meanings of
certain concepts related to the Governor's Honors Program by asking
you to judge them against a series of descriptive scales. On each
page you will find a different concept in parenthesis to be Judged
and beneath it a set of scales. You are to rate each concept on
each of these scales.

Here 1s how you are to use the scales:

If you feel a particular concept is very much like one end
of the scale, you should place your check mark as follows:

PLEASANT X : : : : : : :UNPLEASANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
or
PLEASANT : : : : : ¢t X :UNPLEASANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

If you feel a particular concept 1is quite closely like one
or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should
Place your check mark as follows:

RUGGED : X : : : : ¢tDELICATE
2

RUGGED : : : : X :DELICATE

@

P




If you feel a particular concept is only slightly 1like one
side as opposed to the other side (but is not really neu~
tral), then you should check as follows:

SHARP : : X DULL
1 2 3 4 5 & 7
> ) or '
SHARP : : : : X : : DULL
» 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale (both ' A

sides of the scale equally associated with the.concept) or if

the scale is completely irrelevant (unrelated to the concept) :

then you should place your check mark in the middle space. } ]

HAPPY : : : X : : :  SAD : A
1 2 3 4 "5 6 7 i

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon ]
which of thes two ends of the scale best describes. your.feel- i
ing about euch concept.

Do not worry or puggzle over any one scale. It is your first ;

impre<sion, your immediate feeling about each concept that we want, ‘ s

. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we wan. your -
true impressions. Do not try to remember how you checked similar

items earlier in the scale. MAKE EACH ITEM A SEPERATE AND INDEPEN- i

DENT JUDGEMENT. -

Remember, you are judging the -oncent as you see it -- not
vhat we think or what others think.

2
4 e mer

IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check marks in the middle of the

’ spaces, not or. the boundaries: this not this !
: X _ : X : X g
1 2 3 i 5 6 7 4
(2) BE SURE TC THECK\EVERY SCALE; DO NOT OMIT
ANV,
b (3) NTVER PUT MORE THAN ONE CHECK MARK ON A h Y

SINGLE SCALE. : "

s
i mmmon
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(INDEPENDENT STUDY)
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(7]

oy Oy o oy

SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARF
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




- LARGE

UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM)

1 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 & 7
1 2 3 [ 5 6 7
1 2 3 7 5 6 7
1 2 3 5 5 6 7
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 2 3 T4 5 € 7
1 2 3 g 5 L3 T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
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SMALL
PT.EASANY
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE
LIGHT

-

-

boew ey




(LEARNING)

LARGE : : : : : : ;. SMALL

UNPLEASANT PLEASANT

FAST SLOW

DULL SHARP

wl w o w w
o] B R

THIN THICK

[AC] NN AO1 N \O] RN A0 ) (R \V ]
2 N =y I I s I
Oy O Oy oV

HAPPY SAD

WEAK STRONG

GOCD BAD

Wi Wl wl w

MOVING STILL

UNFAIR FAIR

Babbnakisid
]
n
w
wi wi

PASSIVE ACTIVE

N I | N (R Y

HEAVY LIGHT

J:J.!:'.t:-c“
N N o o o o
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(GOVERNOR'S HCNORS PROGRAM SEMINARS)

1 : 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 I 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 ] 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 i 5 6 7
1 : 2 3 L- 5 5 7
1 : 2 3 L 5 & 7
1 : 2 3 ] 5 5 7
1 : 2 3 4 5 € 7
1 2 3 i 5 6 7
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SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




(ACADEMICALLY TALENTED STUDENT)

LARGE : : : : : : :  SMALL
1 2 3 Yy 5 6 7 .

UNPLEASANT : PLEASANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

FAST : SLOW
1 2 3 Yy 5 6 7

DULL : SHARP
1 2 3 Yy 5 6 7

THIN : THICK
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

HAPPY : SAD
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

WEAK : STRONG
1 2 3 I 5 6 7 .

GOOD : BAD
1 2 3 7 5 6 T

MOVING : STILL
1 2 3 i 5 6 7

UNFAIR . FAIR
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

PASSIVE ACTIVE
1 2 3 Yy 5 0 7

HEAVY LIGHT
1 2 3 Yy 5 6 7
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(ARTISTICALLY TALEWNTED STUDENT)

LARGE : : : : : : :  SMALL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

UNPLEASANT : _ PLEASANT
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

FAST SLOW
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

DULL SHARP
1 2 3 ! 5 6 7

THIN THICK
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

HAPPY SAD
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

WEAK STRONG
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

GOOD BAD
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7

MOVING STILL
1 2 3 i 5 & 7

UNFAIR FAIR
1 2 3 I 5 6 7

PASSIVE ACTIVE
1 2 3 y 5 6 7

HEAVY LIGHT
1 2 3 1 5 6 7
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE

HEAVY

s

(DORMITORY LIVING)

2 3 T 5 € 7
2 3 L 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 & 7
2 3 " 5 6 7
2 3 g 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 & 7
2 3 g 5 6 7
2 3 T 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7
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SHMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE
LIGHT




LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HAPPY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
UNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(AUDIO-VISUAL MATERIALS)
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1 2 3 Y 5 6 7
1 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 b 5 € 7
2 3 g 5 6 7
1 2 3 g 5 € 7
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7
2 3 L 5 6 7
1 2 3 b 5 6 7
1 ~ 2 3 ' 5 6 7

SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOW
SHARP
THICK
SAD

STRONG

——
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LARGE
UNPLEASANT
FAST
DULL
THIN
HA®PY
WEAK
GOOD
MOVING
ITNFAIR
PASSIVE
HEAVY

(TEACHERS)
2 3 L 5 6 7
2 3 g 5 6 7
2 3 ] 5 6 7
2 3 I 5 6 7
2 3 3 5 6 7
2 3 b 5 6 7
2 3 ‘)4 5 6 7
2 3 ] 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 5 5 6 7

17,

SMALL
PLEASANT
SLOV
SHARP
THI CK
SAD
STRONG
BAD
STILL
FAIR
ACTIVE

LIGHT




(TEXTBOOKS)

LARGE : : : : : : :  SMALL
1 2 3 I 5 6 7
UNPLEASANT PLEASANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
FAST . SLOW
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DULL SHARP
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
THIN ) THICK .
1 5 3 T 5 6 7 %
HAPPY SAD -
1 2 3 4 5 7
WEAK _ STRONG :
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 A
GOOD BAD
1 2 3 4 5 3 7 ;
MOVING _ STILL b
1 2 3 ] 5 6 7
UNFAIR FAIR .
1 2 3 5 5 € 7 i
PASSIVE ACTIVE -
1 2 3 T 5 6 7 )
EEAVY : : : : : : __ ¢ LIGHT :
1 2 3 5 5 6 7 -
H
H 9
.
i
k
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Governor's Honors Program Instructor Follow-Up
Questicnnaire
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GOVERNOR'S HGIIORE PROGRAI' INSTRUCTOR FOLLOW-UP

QUESTICHNAIRE

The Governcs's Honors Program is a relatively high-cost
project serving only a liimited proportion of the high school
students in the state of Georgia. For this reacon the Governor
aqd members of the State Department of Education arc concerned
that the program be mazximally effective. Since you have parti;
cipated in the program as a itaff memher, your opinion ateut the
program would be most valuable in our current evaluation of the

program and, 1in turn, tQ state officials in making decisions

o]
@

e
I

concerning the precgram, Ycur co raticn Iin 2illin; out the

questionnaire, making helplful sugge:

~!

@

i

t

PN

ons, anc returning it

in the enclosed envelope will be greatiy appresiated.

Sex: M F Years of Lxperience

1. What year(s) were you a staff member of the Governor's

Henors Program. 19

2. Check your teaching or swvecialization areca.

1. Art 7. CEcience
___2. Drama __ 8. <Seccial Science
3. English . 9. Physical Education
b, TForeign Language __10. Counselinrg

5. Mathematics 11. Other___ Aread

———— ——

€. "wuslec
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Following is a 1list of factors which are important in
effective operation of the Governor's FEoncrs Program. You
are asked to rate the program on.cach of the factors by
checking ore ¢f the Spaces at the right of each statement.

Use what you would consider as the ideal program as a standard
of excellence in making your ratings.

If the program was EXTREMELY POOR with recpect to the factor,
check space 1.

If the program was BELOW AVERAGE, with respect to the factor,
check spgce 2.

If the program was ACCEPTABLE, with respect to the factor
check snace 3.

If the program was ABOVE AVERAGE, with respect to the factor,
check space 4, -

If the program was EXCELLENT, with respect to the factor,
check space 5,

Following each rating ir a space you might use to sugpest
changes related to the facter which you think would improve the
brogram, or to describe various influences.

3. Value of overall objective of the
- program 1_2 3 U4 5

Suggested Chanses:

k, Accomplishment of Jour own instructional
objectives as a staff member 1 2 3 4 5

——— rm—— s ™ s

Suggested Changes:

wvi

Sultability of ¢he rethods by which
Students are solected to pal ticipate
in the program 1 2 3 4

Suggested Changes:
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Sultabllity of your instructional
methods Ffor GHP students 1.2 3. "_5__
Suggested Changes:
Degree to which the prograr enabled
you to make contributions to or
initlate changes in your local school
program o« 1_2_3_4 5
3
Suggested Changes: ézi
W
Contributions of program touar: making
a posltive change in student attitude
toward learning. 1_2_3_4 5
Suggested Changes:
Suiltability of facilities and equlpment
avallable for teaching GHP students. 1_2 3_4 5
Suggested Chanpes:
Influence of facilities and equipment
avallability on effective teaching
of GHP students 1 2 3 4 5

—— o—— e e ™ e

Ratio of Influence:
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’ 5 0 O > W
PoH O O ;—4)
Noo 2
- 11. Influence of program on chanpres in SR = i 4
: your Ins”“ructional method. during
the propgram 1 2 3_4_5_
: Ratio of Influence:
k.
- 12. Your ability to maintain an ideal
classroom atmosphere for GHP students 1_2_ 3 4 5
Suggested Chenges:
i,
13. Influence of GIP on your lccal selecticn
of subject matter content 1.2 3 4 5
) Suggested Changes:
14. Influence of Trogram in maklne siznificant
change in your instructional methogd upon
returning to your local situation. 1 2 3 4 5
‘ " Ratio of GEHP Influence:
15. The effectivencss of the administration
of the progranm 1_2 3 _4 5
Suggested Changes:
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16. The effectiveness of the orpanlzation :
of the progra 1_2_3_ 4 _ 5 -
Suggested Change 4

i

17. The degree to which your cexpericnce as
a GHP stalf member influenced you to have :
a more pocitive attitude toward gifted {
students. 1 2 3 4 5
Surrmested Chanpes: . i

18. VUsefulness of speclal events (s»necalers, !
concerts, ete) 1 2 3 4 5 |
Suggested Changes: :

i

19. Usefulness of the seminars 1. 2 3 4 5
Suggested Changes:

20. Opportunity for students to interact :
with each other 1_2 3 4 5 -
Suggested Changes: ' i

{

i

!

“:
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22.

23.

24.
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Opportunity for students to interasct -

with teacher: l1_2 3 4 5

Suggested Changes:

Student percertion of overall value »of

GHP 1_2 3 4 5

Reasons:

What two things do you think arc moct beneficial about the

program?

What two things were leact beneficial or in the greatest

need of change with regard to tue program?

i

185




APPENDIX g
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GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM PARTICIPANT END-CF-PROGRAM
QUESTIONNAIRE

ED 073152

B Y €

The Governor's Honors Program is a relatively high-cost projecﬁ

———yl

serving a limited proportion of the high school students in the state

[e——

of Georgla., For this reason the Governor, State Superintendent of

Schools, GHP personnel, and members of the State Department of

Education are concerned that the program be maximally effective.

Since you are a participant in the program your opinion about the

program would be most valuable in our current evaluation of the

PR e————

! C!J program, and in turn, to state officials in mal:ing decisions concerning

; Cj) the program. Your cooperation in filling out the questionnaire and

¢ responding to other instruments is greatly appreciated. (\//
i €3 Following 1is a 1list of factors which are important in the

“°S  effective operation of the Governor's program. You are asked to rate
<H the program on each of the factors by darkening the appropriate space
. on your separate answer sheet. Use what you would consider as the
G ideal program as a standard of excellence in making your ratings.

Pkt i ke

If the program was EXTREMELY POOR with respect to the factor,

[—

te o darken space 1 on your answer sheet.
Loom g If the program was BELOW AVERAGE with respect to the factor,
% E}q darken space 2 on your answver ‘'sheet.

If the program was ACCEPTABLE wi*h respect to the factor,
darken space 3 on your answer sheet,
i If the program was ABOVE AVERAGF with respect to the factor,
: darken space U4 on your answer sheet.

If the program was EXCELLENT it rospect to the factor,
darken space 5 on your answer sheet.

If you desire to make a comment as to how the program might
be improved with regard to the factor, make the comments on the
gquestionnaire and not the asnwer sheet.
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o

Suitability of the method or methods by which participants are
selected

Suggested changes (e.g., What criteria should be employed?)

Suitability of the instructional methods for GHP students

Suggested changes:

Appropriateness of the administration of the program

Suggested changes:

Aporopriateness of the organization of the program

Suggested changes:

Contributions the program made toward a positive change in your
attitude toward learning.

Nature of GHP Influence:

Helpfulness of the counseling program

Suggested changes:

Effectiveness of the physical education program in teaching you
games or other recreational activities which you did not have
the opportunity to learn in your high school

Suggested changes:

Usefulness of the seminars

Suggested changes:

Usefulness of special events (speakers, concerts, etc.)

Suggested chonges:

P
[ee]

I

FOR

T oy [
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10. Opportunity for interaction with other students

Suggested changes:

il. Oppertunity for interaction with teachers

" Suggested changes:

12. Your overall rating of the program in terms of fulfilling
your limmediate educational needs

Suggested changes:

13. Degree to which the program objectives were in agreement with
your personal objectives

Suggested changes:

14. Extent to which you mastered the objectives of the program

Suggested changes: -

15. Extent to which the program contributed to your mastery of the
program objectives

Suggested changes:
Answer questions 16 through 25 by darkening space 1 on your
ansSwer sheet 1f you think GHEP is the correct answer; darkening space

2 1f your regular school 1is the correct answer: or space 3 if there

is no difference in GHP and your regular school in relation to the
question.

16. Which holds the student more responsible for work?
17. In which do students try out thelr own ideas more?
18. 1In which is more time wasted?

19. Which has the more helpful counseling program

" 20. Which is more effectively organized?

189




21.
22.

25.

26.

. Which has the more effective administration?

Which physical education program offers more worthwhile
activities? :

Vhich provides more master teachers with the highest ability
to teach?

Which provides a greater opportunity for close contact
with teachers?

Which provides a greater opportunity for close contact
with students?

Which shows greater concern for students and their problems?
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Governor's Honors Program Participant Follow-Up

Questionnaire
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GOVERNOR'S HONORS PROGRAM : TICIPANT FOLLOW-UP

QUESTIONNAIRE

The Governor's Honors Program is a relatively high-cost
project serving a limited proportion of the high school students
in the state of Georgia. For this reason the Ccvernor, State
Superintendent of Schools, CHP personnel, and members of the
State Department of Education are concerned that the program
be maximally effective. Since you are a former participant in
the program, your oninion about the program would be most
valuable in our current evaluation of the program and, in turn,
to state officials in making decisions concerning the program.
Your cooperation in filling out the questionnaire, making helpful
suggestions, and returning it in the enclosed envelope will be

greatly appreciated.

Sex: 11 B hpe:

1. What year did you attend tb~ Governor's Honors Program?
19__

2. Check your area of nomination.

l. Art ___ 5. ilathematics __
2. Drama 6. ‘msic

3. English ___ 7. Science

4. Foreign Language _ 8. Social Science
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3. Check the statement(s) which is(sre) applicable to you

0l. . I am still attending high school.

—— -

02. I have been graduated from high school, but have
not attended and do not plan to attendg college.

—

03. I attended college but did not obtain a bachelor's
depree.

——

04. I am currently attending college working toward a
professional (bachelor’s) degree.

05. I am currently attending a non academlc school or
college working toward a technical profession.

06. I currently hold a bachelor's degree.

07. I currently hold a degree from a technical
institution. Type of degree

08. I am currently pursuing a graduate degree.
Type of degree

09. I currently hold a graduate degree.
Type of degree

10. I am currently employed (full time).
Type of work

Following is a 1ist of factors which are important in effective
operation of the Governor's Program. You are asked to rate the
program on each of the factors by checking ane of the spaces at
the right of each statement. Use what you would consider as the
ideal program as a standard of excellence in making your ratings.

If the program was EXTREMELY POOR with respect to the factor,
check space 1.

If the program was BELOYW AVERAGE w-th respect to the factor,
check space 2.

If the program was ACCEPTARLE vith respect to the factor,
check space 3.

If the program was ABOVE AVIRAGE with respect to the factor,
check space 4.

If the program was EXCELLENT with respect to the factor,
check space 5. '

Following each rating is space you might use to suggest changes

related to the factor which you think would improve the program, or
allow you to describe influences.

1¢3




The degree to which the program was
beneficial in yocur subsequent
academic course selection

Describe Nature of CHP Influence:

The degree to which the program
influenced your decision to attend
college

Describe Nature of GHP Influence:

The degree to which the program was
beneficial in helping you choose a
college major (Omit if you did not
attend colleeg)

Describe Nature of GHP Influence:

The degree to which the program was
beneficial in helping you choose a
vocation

Describe Nature of GHP Influei.ce:

Suitability of the method or methods
by which participants werc selected

Suggested changes (e.g. what criteria

should be employed.)
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Sultability of the instructional

methods for GHP students 1_2 3 W 5

Suggested Changes:

Avpropriateness of the administration

of the program 12 3_4 5 _

Suggested Changes:

Influence which the program had on

your ability to make contributions

to or initiate chanres in your local

school program 1_2 3 4 5

Suggested changes in the program

vhich would have enabled you to more

effectively initiate changes in or

make contributions to your local

school program:

Contributions the program made toward a

positive change in your attitude

toward learning 1_2_3_4 5

Nature of GHP Influence:

Helpfulness of the counseling progranm 1 2 3 4 5

Suggested Changes:




14,

15.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Effectiveness of the physical education
program in teaching you games or other
recreational activities which ycu d4did
not have the opportunity to learn in
your high school

Suggested Changes:

Usefulness of the seminars

Suggested Changes:

Usefulness of special events (speakers,
concerts, etc.)

Suggested Changes:

Opportunity for interaction with cther
students

Suggested Changes:

Opportunity for interaction with
teachers '

Suggested Changes:
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PEERTS doannany —

19.

20.

21.

23.

Your overall rating of the program
in terms of fulfillireg your immediate
needs at the time you participated

Suggested Changes:

Overall rating of the program in
terms of fulfilling your ultimate
goals

Sugpgested Changes:

Degree to which the program objectives
were in agreement with your personal
objectives

Suggested Changes:

Extent to which you mastered the
objectives of the program

Suggested Changes:

Extent to which the program con-
tributed to your mastery of the program
objectives

Suggested Changes:
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Extremely Poor

-

Accevtable

Above Average
Excellent
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24, wWnat two things were most beneficial about the program?

25. What two things were least beneficial or in the greztest
need of change with regard So the pregram?

26. What Honors, Awards, Scholarships, Fellowship Grants, or
Special hecognitions have vou rece*ved since you were a
GHP 0artic:oant°

Additicnal Comments
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